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homes of America to the hospitals. In-
stead, it will remove the economic bar-
rier to needed hospitalization so that
medical necessity can govern whether a
person will enter a hospital.

Now the task of providing the aged
citizens of our country with some pro-
tection against the burden of high medi-
cal expenses is obviously an immense one.
It cannot be solved with a single stroke
of the pen, or with empty promises.
There is no panacea. After much study
in both Houses of the Congress, a way
was proposed by which we could begin
to meet this problem. It seemed reason-
able to approach this problem as, 25
years ago, we approached the problem
of providing some income security to the
aged citizens of that generation. The
earliest pensions under social security
were, indeed, modest ones but they pro-
vided the sound basis on which a social
security program which provides a real
measure of dignity in old age has been
built.

The Forand bill, by covering all those
eligible for social security, covers the
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vast bulk of the aged. Social security
beneficiaries as a proportion of the total
population are continually increasing.
Once this large group is provided for, it
is a simple matter to extend coverage to
those outside the system as, for example,
one of the Senate versions of the For-
and bill—S. 3503—of which I am a co-
sponsor, already does. No one has come
up with any suggestion which would pro-
vide benefits to as many people as would
the social security approach.

Expenses for hospitalization are by
far the largest single item of health care
costs for the aged. There is no better
place to start attacking the problem than
by providing for financing of institu-
tional care.

The administration decided on a dif-
ferent approach. Instead of advancing
a modest workable program, such as
those contained in the Forand, Kennedy,
McNamara, or Anderson bills, the ad-
ministration took it upon itself to prom-
ise the American people “the works,”
in the hope that the fact that it could
not deliver the goods would somehow be
obscured.
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In contrast, no one claimed that the
Forand bill would solve the problem of
protecting all of America’s aged from all
their medical bills, but it does provide a
firm foundation on which we can build
in the future.

We are proud that we have proceeded
responsibly to meet this vast problem.
‘We are proud that we are proceeding in a
great tradition. Just 25 years ago, when
the Congress passed the original social
security Act, President Roosevelt used
{fese words as he signed that bill into

W

We can never insure 100 percent of the
population against 100 percent of the hazards
and vicissitudes of life, but we have tried
to frame a law which will give some measure
of protection to the average citizen and to
his familly against the loss of a job and
against poverty-ridden old age. This law,
too, represents a cornerstone in a structure

which is being built but is by no means com-
plete.

President Roosevelt understood that
these problems could be met, one solid
and constructive step at a time. He did
not feel it necessary to promise the peo-
ple everything, while delivering nothing.

SENATE

SATUuRDAY, AvGusT 20, 1960
(Legislative day of Friday, August 19,
1960)

The Senate met at 10:30 o’clock a.m.,
on the expiration of a recess, and was
called to order by the Vice President.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D. offered the following
prayer:

Most merciful God, who art the foun-
tain of all grace, the source of all wis-
dom and goodness, we would lift our
eyes to the infinite blue of Thy love
which arches each new day.

Thou hast called us whose lives so
swiftly ebb away, to labor with Thee in
the unfolding purpose of the ages. Ac-
cepting with humility the call of destiny
to be the center and leader of a new
world of freedom, quicken our love of
America that we may see the shining
glory of the Republic both as a heritage
and a trust. Against all odds and evil
opposition may we keep our passion for
freedom, our delight in friendship, our
quest for new knowledge, our hatred of
falsehood, and our intolerance for that
which degrades human personality.

We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s
name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. JoansoN of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
%?fﬁ August 19, 1960, was dispensed

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
denf, under the rule there will be the
usual morning hour. I ask unanimous
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consent that statements in connection
therewith be limited to 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

REDUCTION OF NATIONAL DEBT—
RESOLUTION

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I pre-
sent, for appropriate reference, a resolu-
tion adopted by the board of directors of
the Iowa County, Wis.,, Farm Bureau,
favoring a 2-percent annual reduction of
the national debt. I ask unanimous
consent to have the resolution printed
in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Finance, and ordered to be printed in
the REcorbp, as follows:

“Whereas the debt of the Federal Govern-
ment has reached tremendous proportions,
and

“Whereas little or no effort 1s being made
to reduce this debt, and

“Whereas it 1s vital to the financlal secu-
rity of the country that the debt be pald:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Iowa County Farm
Bureau board of directors go on record favor-
ing a 2-percent annual reduction of the na-
tional debt, based on greater efficlency in
Government operations rather than on an in-
crease in the annual budget; and be it fur-
ther

“Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be sent to Senators ALEXANDER WILEY and
WiLriaM Proxmirg, Congressman GARDNER
WirHrow, and all county boards of super-
visors of Wisconsin; also all Wisconsin Farm
Bureau boards of directors.”

Iowa County Farm Bureau Board of Di-
rectors: Donald Peterson, President,
Roy Anding, M. L. Arneson, Blaine
Price, John Zemlicka, Clifford Wed-
lake, Robert Masters, Robert Mueller,
Ed Tonkin, Harley Rundhaug, Erick
Fessell, Gaius Davis, Andrew Leuthold,
Reuben Eritz.

I, John W. Zemlicka, secretary of the Iowa
County Farm Bureau, do certify that the

above resolution was passed unanimously
by the Iowa County Farm Bureau board of
d;rectors at a regularly held meeting August
12, 1960.

JOHEN W. ZEMLICKA,

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following reports of a committee
were submitted:

By Mrs. SMITH, from the Committee on
Armed Services, without amendment:

B8.3800. A bill to provide a method for
regulating and fixing wage rates for em-
ployees of Portsmouth, N.H., Naval Shipyard
(Rept. No. 1858).

By Mrs. SMITH, from the Committee on
Armed Services, with amendments:

5.3299. A bill to provide for the conveyance
to the State of Maline of certain lands lo-
cated in such State (Rept. No. 1860).

By Mr. CANNON, from the Committee on
Armed Services, without amendment:

S.3269. A bill authorizing the Secretary of
the Navy to convey certain property to the
State of Hawali (Rept. No. 1859).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. SALTONSTALL, from the Commit-
tee on Armed Services:

Charles H. Cox, for temporary appointment
to the grade of brigadier general in the
Marine Corps Reserve.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as
in executive session, from the Committee
on Armed Services, I report favorably
the nominations of 36 flag and general
officers in the Army, Navy, Air Force,
and Marine Corps, and ask that these
names be placed on the Executive Cal-
endar.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nominations will be placed
on the Executive Calendar, as requested
by the Senator from South Carolina.
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The nominations are as follows:

Brig. Gen. Chester Arthur Dahlen, Army of
the United States (colonel, U.S. Army), and
sundry other officers, for temporary appoint-
ment in the Army of the United States;

Col. Maurice C. Harlan, Regular Air Force,
Dental, for appointment to the temporary
grade of brigadler general in the US. Air
Force;

Alpha L. Bowser, and sundry other officers,
for temporary appointment to the grade of
major general in the Marine Corps;

Rathvon M. Tompkins, and sundry other
officers, for temporary appointment to the
grade of brigadier general in the Marine
Corps;

Rear Adm. Elton W. Grenfell, U.S. Navy,
for commands and other duties determined
by the President, in the grade of vice ad-
miral;

Lt. Gen. Edward Thomas Willlams, Army
of the United States (major general, U.S.
Army), to be placed on the retired list in
the grade of lieutenant general; and

Col. Bruce Edward Kendall, Army of the
United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army), and several other officers, for tem-
porary appointment in the Army of the
United States in the grade of brigadier
general.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in
addition, I report favorably the names of
3,569 officers in the Army, Air Force, and
Marine Corps, in the grade of colonel
and below. All of these names have al-
ready appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp. In order to save the expense of
printing on the Executive Calendar, I
ask unanimous consent that they be or-
dered to lie on the Vice President’s desk,
for the information of any Senator.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nominations will lie on the
desk, as requested by the Senator from
South Carolina.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. CHAVEZ:

S.3870. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Harley Brewer; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. KERR (for himself and Mr.
MONRONEY) :

8.8871. A bill to amend section 2 of the
act of April 12, 1926 (44 Stat. 239), entitled
“An act to amend section 9 of the act of
May 27, 1908 (Thirty-fifth Statutes at Large,
page 312), and for putting in force, in ref-
erence to sults involving Indian titles, the
statutes of limitation of the State of Okla-
homa, and providing for the United States to
join in certain actions, and for making judg-
ments binding on all parties, and for other
purposes”; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC. PRINTED IN THE
RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc.,
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

By Mr. WILEY:

Statement, prepared by him, relating to the
establishment of price supports for dairy
products,
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ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
MONDAY

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate concludes its deliberations
today, it will stand in adjournment un-
til 10 o’clock a.m. on Monday.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to ¢
the roll. ¥

PRICE-SUPPORT LEVEL FOR MILK
AND BUTTERFAT—S. 2917

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, as
the Senate knows, yesterday Senate bill
2917, a measure to establish a price-
support level for milk and butterfat,
was passed. The sponsors were biparti-
san in their support of this particular
measure, which will mean a great deal
to the milk producers not only in Wis-
consin, in which the principal author of
the measure, the junior Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. ProxMIRE] lives, but
also in the neighboring State of Min-
nesota, and elsewhere.

I call this fact to the attention of the
Senate because previous to the introdue-
tion of this particular bill the principal
exponent of a measure of this type had
been the distinguished senior Senator
from Minnesota [Mr, HUMPHREY], who,
of course, has been known for his vig-
orous and active support not only to-
ward the milk-producing segment of our
farm economy, but to all segments of
our agricultural economy.

I wish to commend all of those who
joined in sponsoring this bill, which,
by the way, includes the junior Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr, KennEpY] and
the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Amxen], but to pay a special tribute at
this time to the senior Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY] for the con-
sistent interest and the fine work he has
done in this field down through the
years.

HUMPHREY FOOD FOR PEACE PLAN

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
should like to call to the attention of the
Senate that the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. Hompuarey] is the author of the
food for peace plan. I ask unanimous
consent that there be printed in the
Recorp at this point in my remarks an
editorial from the Great Falls, Mont.,
Tribune for August 17, 1960.

There being no objection, the editorial
was order to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the Great Falls (Mont.) Tribune, Aug.
?! ]
HUMPHREY TO NIXON

A gigantic new giveaway plan to distribute
America’s food surpluses through the United
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Nations to help feed the hungry of the
world is belng developed by the Eisenhower
administration.

President Eisenhower had planned to pre-
sent this idea to the Big Four meeting in
Paris last May. When Russian Chalrman
Nikita Khrushchev blew up the summit, the
plan was set back,

The next heard of it was in a U.S. farm
policy speech Vice President Nixon made
at a Republican rally in Minot, N. Dak.,
June 20.

The Nixon speech was primarily a gen-
eral preview of his own farm policy ldeas.
That got the most news attention.

NmxoN also revealed, however, that he,
Undersecretary of State C. Douglas Dillon,
U.N. Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge, and
the White House food for peace coordinator,
Don Paarlberg, had devised this plan for
helping to feed the world’s hungry. 4

The idea of doing this through the United
Nations instead of through the Big Four is
the new wrinkle intended to salvage the
plan. But the big bulk would come from
the United States.

One curious angle on this Elsenhower-
Nixon plan is that Congress has had before
it for more than a year a Democratic food
for peace plan on which action has been
stalled.

This was primarily the brain child of
Senator Husert H, HuMpHREY, Democrat, of
Minnesota, who has been talking about
using America's food surpluses as a force for
freedom since 1957.

In a St. Paul speech, December 9, 1958,
HumpHREY sald, “My goal is to use food for
peace * * * to fulfill the Biblical mandafe
to feed the hungry and heal the sick.” A
month later, the phrase “food for peace” ap-
peared in President Eisenhower's state of
the Union message to Congress, but it was
not followed up.

The next April HumpHREY Incorporated
his ideas in an international food for peace
bill. Fourteen Democratic Senators and
Senator Frawk CarisoN, Republican, of
Eansas, joined HUMPHREY &8 COSPONSOTS.

The bill was revised and reported out by
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in
August 1950, after the Eisenhower adminis-
tration’s State, Agriculture, and Interna-
tional Cooperation Administration officials
testified they did not want a long-term
program,

Mr. MANSFIELD. The résumé given
in the editorial shows that since 1957 the
Senator from Minnesota has been vitally
interested in this particular proposal. It
is hoped that at long last something will
be done to use our surpluses to feed the
hungry and take care of the sick, and in
that way bring about an alleviation of
a situation in which too many people
in the world find themselves because of
a lack of proper or sufficient diet.

Once again, in a vital field, Senator
HumpereY has shown himself to be a
dedicated, a farsighted, and a humani-
tarian leader.

LEGISLATIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS
OF THE SENATE IN THE PRESENT
SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, since we assembled a little more
than 10 days ago, much has been written
and much more has been said about the
work of the Senate. The most effective
answer to those who would besmirch the
reputation of this great body lies in the
results which we have obtained through
the orderliness and speed with which
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the public business which we returned to
Washington to transact has been com-
pleted.

The Senate has not only legislated with
care and expedition, but I remind the
country that since we returned to Wash-
ington we have approved four treaties,
one the very important and controver-
sial Antarctic Treaty.
~We have passed the $4 billion public
works bill, which has important implica-
tions for safeguarding the future of
America,

We have passed the minimum wage
bill, which could affect the lives of some
23 million people now covered by exist-
ing legislation, and which will help to
improve the lives of some 4 million addi-
" tional people.

We have passed a bill which is very
important to our own defense system,
and our own small lead and zinc pro-
ducers, and which will stabilize condi-
tions in those industries.

As the majority whip has said, we have
passed the Proxmire bill, which will
establish a price support level for the
milk producers of this Nation and have
an effect on the economy of many of the
States of the Union.

We have approved the recently sub-
mitted $500 million authorization to as-
sist our Latin American neighbors, and
2 $100 million authorization to aid in the
reconstruction of devastated Chile.

We have passed a measure to increase
the President’s mutual security contin-
gent fund by $100 million.

‘We have had reported the mutual se-
curity bill, and the bill and the report are
now available to any Senator who cares
to look at them. It is Calendar No. 1921.
The bill is under the budget request for
appropriations by $292,650,000 although,
compared with the House, the bill repre-
sents an increase of $399 million.

‘We have with fairness and care held
extended hearings on H.R. 12580, the bill
which is on the desk of each Senator this
morning, thanks to the very efficient
work and the “can do” attitude of the
printing clerk and the Printing Office. It
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is a medical aid and social security bill

which will vitally affect medical care

for the aged and which holds forth some
hope for our senior citizens who are
shadowed by the threat of illness.

This is a record in which all Senators
can take pride regardless of which party
they belong to. It is a record which the
employees of the Senate have helped us
to produce, and for their devotion and
diligence I express my gratitude.

The Senate has made good use of its
time. We have acted with care and ex-
pedition. Although we have had some
extended speeches on extraneous sub-
jects, and many recommendations in
connection with legislative proposals be-
fore us and some not before us, we have
demonstrated, I believe, that we can pro-
duce results in 10 days. The Senate has
made it clear that we have come back to
Washington to do the job we left when
we recessed for the conventions. We are
on our way to complete that work.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas subsequently
said: Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that following my brief state-
ment this morning, with regard to the
first 10 or 11 days of this session, there
be printed in the Recorp a list of the
treaties, together with the bills, on which
the Senate has acted thus far. It is a
compilation or box score.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

BILLS AND TREATIES APFROVED BY THE SENATE
DURING THE FIRST 2 WEEKS OF THE SES-
SION THAT RESUMED AUGUST 8, 1960
During the first 11 days of the current ses-

slon, the Senate has approved four treatles

and passed six bills.
TREATIES

Antarctic Treaty, approved 66 to 21, as-
sures that the Antarctic Continent and sur-
rounding areas will be used exclusively for
peaceful purposes, that freedom of sclentific
investigation will be maintained and freezes
existing territorial claims and rights in the
Antarctic.

Convention of Paris for the Protection of
Industrial Property, approved unanimously,

August 20

95 to 0, provides for international protection
of patents, utility models, industrial designs,
trademarks, service marks, and trade names.

Treaty of Friendship and Commerce Be-
tween United States and Pakistan, approved
94 to 1, provides broadened opportunity for
American individuals and businesses abroad
to conduct their affairs in a more effective
manner,

Convention of Establishment Between
United States and France, approved 94 to 1,
provides broadened opportunity for Ameri-
can individuals and businesses abroad to
conduct their affairs in a more effective
manner.

BILLS

Public works appropriations, approved
unanimously, 86 to 0, provides 4,030 million
for public works projects, flood control and
resources conservation and development.

Amendment to the Fair Labor Standards
Act (minimum wage bill), approved 62 to
34, provides for increasing minimum wage
from $1.00 to $1.25 over a 3-year period, and
extends minimum wage coverage to over 4
million additional employees.

Stabilization of mining of lead and zine
on publie, Indian and other lands, approved
59 to 28, provides for stabilizing the mining
of lead and zinc by small producers in the
United States.

Milk price supports, approved unanimously
without a record vote, establishes price-sup-
port levels for milk and butterfat through
March 31, 1961, in order to prevent dairy
prices from going lower than the market.

Aid to Latin America, approved 54 to 19,
authorizes 8500 million for assistance in the
development of Latin America and $100 mil-
lion for ald In the reconstruction of Chile.

Mutual security contingency fund, ap-
proved 69 to 14, provides an increased au-
thorization of $100 million for the Presi-
dent's mutual security contingency fund for
fiscal year 1961 to meet emergency needs in
Africa and other areas of the world.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I also ask
unanimous consent to insert in the
Recorp a list of the appropriation bills
that have been acted upon thus far, in-
cluding the budget estimate, the final
amount, and the increase or decrease in
the appropriation bills as compared with
the budget.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

TasLe I.—Table on appropriation bills, 86ih Cong., 2d sess., as of Aug. 20, 1960

Inerense ()
Budget estimate | Final amount or
deerease (=)
tlons:

ASA supplemental > $23, 079, 000 $23,079:000 1. s acoiias
2d supplemental. 1, 018, 504, 888 956,370,003 | —$63, 134, 885
Labor plemental £, 000, 000 6, 000, 000 —2, 000, 000

1961 am tions, bills aoneac{:;u}eﬂtsd:

District of Columbia (F 1 payment). 34, 553, 000 27, 533, 000 -7, 000, 000
C ST 799, 615, 000 720,624,876 | —69, 900,625
Interior. 560, 330, 300 557, 667, 600 -7, 337, 800

-Post Office 4, 897, 853, 000 4,841,914,000 | —B55, 939,

General Gover t o 14, 627, 500 207, —420,
Independent offices. .. 8, 417, 397,000 8,311, 893, 400 | —105, 503, 600
D s 9, 335,000,000 | 89, 996, 608,000 | -+661, 608, 000
Agriculture. .. | 4135263, 190 3,904,007, 800 | —741, 165, 500
tary construction 1, 188, 000, 000 904, 855,000 | —103, 145, 000
Legislative 133, 413, 485 129,470,410 | —3,943,075
Supblemaentals - i SR = 169, 327, 840 138,203, 740 | —31,084, 100
Subtotal on bills completed....... 60, 724, 944, 203 60, 720, 613, 628 —4, 330, 575

1961 bills pendin'z:

Labor-HEW ______ B e, 0 $4,020,221,081 | 1$4, 384, 005, 831 |4-$314, 683, 850
Mutual security. 4, 281, 704, 000 23,080, 054,000 | —202, 650, 000
Btate-Justice-Judielary . ___________ 733, 030, 395 1607,416,977 | —385,613,418
Fullic works. R A e T L 4,004, 141, 180 13,972,404,705 | —381,786, 385
Bubtotal on bills pending..... 13,039,007, 556 | 12,003,781,603 | —45,315, 053
Grand total 73, 764, 041, 750 73,714,395,231 | —40, 646, 528

1 Amount includes 14 of Senate increase over House bill,

% Amount a8 reported to the Benate,
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Tasre II,—Table on appropriation bills, 86th Cong., 2d sess., as of Aug. 20, 1960
Inecrease (4)
Budget estimate | Final amount or
decrease (=)
1960 appropriations;
NRDSA%MWI - $23, 078, 000 323,079,000 |« ceeeonaeanea
Tabor sappiemenil MO0 | 000000 | 700,000
1061 sfspruprfahm, bills ea::l(i)lat.ed: ? 5
District of Columbia (Federal payment). . 34, 533, 000 27, 533, 000 =7, 000, 000
Ci 4 799, 615, 000 729, 624,375 | —60, 900, 625
Interior. £ 550, 330, 300 557,667,600 | 47,337,300
Treasury-Post Office R s e e e R 4, 807, 853, 000 4, 841, 014,000 | —355, 839, 00D
General Government matters. .. L 14, 627, 500 14, 207, 500 —420, 000
Independent offices. e 8, 417, 397, 000 8, 311, 803, 400 | —105, 503, 600
Defi e T 39, 335, 000, 000 36, 996, 608, 000 661, 608,
Agriculture. . ...... 3 2 4, 185, 263, 190 3, 984,007, 600 | —141, 165, 560
ary construction s — 1, 188, 000, 000 004, 855,000 | —193, 145, 000
Leglslative. Are 133, 413, 485 129, 470, 410 —3, 043, 075
Fopas =3 e 169, 327, 840 138,203,740 | —31, 100
Bubtotal on bills completed. .o oeioaeaaae e e e e eR e rri O b AT 60, 724, 944, 203 60, 720, 613, 628 —4, 330,575
1861 bills pundi#:
Labor-HE - 4, 020, 221, 081 14,485 788 032 | -|-465, 566, 050
Mutual security. S 4,281, 704,000 | 23, 989,054,000 | —292, 650,
Btate-Justice-Judiclary . . =i 030, 395 1 718,269,147 | —14, 761,248
Public works... e = A8 4,004, 141, 180 1.4, 030, 010, 605 869,
Subtotal on bills pending. . ... 13,030,007, 556 | 13,223, 122, 683 | 184,025, 127
Grand total. e = 73, 764, 041, 750 7,943, 736, 311 | -+-179, 604, 552

1 Amount is the figure as passed Senate,

2 Amount is the figure reported to Senate.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING .OFFICER (Mr.
KeaTing in the chair). The Senator
from New York.

Mr, JAVITS. Does the Senator from
Wisconsin wish to make an insertion in
the RECORD?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understood that
we were in the morning hour.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena-
tor from New York can be recognized for
3 minutes, unless he wishes to parcel out
the time to other Senators. Otherwise
we can complete the morning hour.

Mr. JAVITS. I seek no recognition at
this time.

HUNGARIAN PEOPLE AND ST. STE-
PHEN ARE HONORED ON AUGUST
20

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President in the
annals of the Hungarian people their first
great King and patron saint, Stephen I,
occupies a prominent place. It was he
who founded the Hungarian state at the
beginning of the 11th century. Receiv-
ing his crown from Pope Sylvester II in
the year 1001, he worked effectively to
spread the Christian belief among the
many pagan groups who lived in the
country. Through his great wisdom and
political skill he succeeded in welding
these often dissident groups into a single
nation, and accomplished the even
greater feat of winning their love and
loyalty.

The great St. Stephen provides us with
an example that is not irrelevant to mod-
ern times, For while he was extending
the sovereignty of his crown over differ-
ing groups, he practised tolerance and
allowed them to maintain their own ways
of life, even where these differed radi-
cally from the patterns which he might
have preferred. In this one can see a
classic case of union through diversity.

Like the United States, the motto of
medieval Hungary under St. Stephen
might have been “E Pluribus Unum"—
“Out of many, one.”

Today, August 20, Hungarian people
all over the world honor the memory of
this great king, the noted champion of
freedom and free institutions. The
heroism of Hungarians in the revolution
of the fall of 1956 is a more recent and
vivid talisman of the devotion of these
people to the cause of liberty. Those who
rose up against the alien ideology that
enslaved them were acting in the great
tradition first established by Stephen I.
It is fitting, therefore, that today, St.
Stephen’s day, we honor both the mem-
ory of a noble saint and the heroic fight
of the Hungarian people for freedom.

MEDICAL ASSISTANCE FOR THE
AGED

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a letter from an elderly Wis-
consin resident who recognizes the very
serious need for health insurance, but
deeply resents the necessity for taking a
pauper’s oath in order to qualify for it.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Dear SENaTOR: I am disgusted. How can
some members of the Finance Committee
ask that a person needing medical assist-
ance “pauperize” himself before help can
be granted.

For your information, I had $5,200 equity
on my former home, but now I only have an
equity of $4,000. I had to sacrifice my former
home in order to pay my bills.

But if the State will have to help pay my
hospital bills, I will be forced to declare
myself a pauper or else I won't recelve any
assistance,

Of course a lot of people are able to pay
their own way, but if they can get some-
thing for nothing, they try to, which makes
it kind of hard on people who need help.

CAPITAL TIMES AND MILWAUKEE
JOURNAL, CHAMPIONS OF INTER-
NATIONAL COOPERATION, OPPOSE
$600 MILLION BLANK CHECK FOR
SOUTH AMERICA

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Capital Times, of Madison, has been a
crusader for justice, humanity, and gen-
erosity in our dealing with foreign coun-
tries for more than 40 years. It has en-
thusiastically championed many of this
country’s forelgn aid proposals, although
in doing so it has had to contradict the
well-known isolationism of Wisconsin.

As a frontline fighter for foreign aid I
think its criticism of the President’s re-
quest for a $600 million blank-check au-
thorization bill, which the Senate passed
last night by a 54 to 19 vote, deserves at-
tention. Of course, the horse has been
stolen on that proposal, and there is lit-
gle use in locking this particular barn

oor.

But, Mr. President, the warning of this
newspaper with its strong, humane, in-
ternationalist sentiments on the foolish-
ness of trying to spend our way out of
trouble should be heard and pondered by
the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial from this paper be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcOrD,
as follows:

Can WE SpENp Our WAy OUT oF TROUELE
IN LATIN AMERICA?

With no dissenting votes the Senate For-
elgn Relations Committee has voted to ap-
prove President Eisenhower’s request for $600
million to carry on an economic develop-
ment program in Latin Amerieca.

This may well be a classic case of locking
the barn door after the horse has been stolen.
It is altogether typical of the attitude that
prevails in Washington—that we can buy our
way out of the troubles into which our
neglect and bhumbling take us.
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For almost 8 years the Eisenhower admin-
istration has been indifferent toward the
worsening situation in Latin Amerlca, allow-
ing the good will built up by the good-neigh-
bor policy of Roosevelt to be dissipated.

The late Secretary of State Dulles was not
interested in Latin America and, since he
was the foreign policy of the administration,
no one else was. There were a few voices
who spoke up occasionally, such as Nelson
Rockefeller, but they were regarded with
about as much seriousness as the sandwich
man carrying a “Repent” sign outside a Las
Vegas saloon.

Meanwhile, we were cavorting with the
dictators in Latin America, earning the in-
creased distrust of the people. Whatever
policy we did have was to shore up these
tyrants.

Then came Castro and our troubles with
him and the administration suddenly dis-
covered our neighbors to the south. Wash-
ington is scared and when it gets scared it
instinectively starts to spend money.

We are not going to fool the Latin Ameri-
cans by this sudden decision to buy some
good will. We are not even fooling ourselves
for the President’s bill is already being re-
ferred to around Washington as the Castro
bill.

There is need of a broad program of re-
building the good neighbor policy—a pro-
gram in which this country provides finan-
cial help but in which the Latin American
countries participate in the policymaking,.

The sad fact is that it may be too late.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, ear-
lier this week I had printed in the Recorp
an editorial from the Milwaukee Journal
which has a very long and consistent
record of championing international co-
operation and of generous assistance to
foreign countries, even at the cost of
great financial sacrifice abroad. For the
first time in a long, long time, the Mil-
waukee Journal spoke out against a
major, comprehensive foreign aid pro-
posal. It asked the Senate not to ap-
prove the South American blank check
we figuratively signed last night. The
Milwaukee Journal opposed the South
American authorization on the grounds
that the Congress should exercise pru-
dent judgment, that it should insist on
a study of the facts—at least some
facts—before making an authorization
for the expenditure of such an immense
amount of the taxpayers’ money.

Mr. President, when newspapers like
the Madison Capital Times and the Mil-
waukee Journal, firm and established
friends of international cooperation,
protest and oppose this kind of program,
I think it is time that the greatest de-
liberative body in the world take a long,
careful, hard look at the proposal. The
price of this unfortunate bobtailed ses-
sion is that we are rushing through legis-
lation—short cireuiting the vital author-
ization process, limiting debate to meet
a temporary, ad hoe diplomatie situation
that confronts the Secretary of State.
We act without knowing what we are au-
thorizing this huge amount of money for,
without any details or even illustrative
material.

In doing so we insult our own sena-
torial intelligence by authorizing the
spending of hundreds of millions of dol-
lars without insisting on a full explana-
tion of the merits of the specific projects.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may speak for 2 additional
minutes.
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Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Ishould like to call
to the attention of the Senator the fact
that the arguments which he expounded
last night and which he is repeating this
morning are all very meritorious and
have all been given consideration by the
Committee on Foreign Relations. The
Senate owes a debt of gratitude to the
chairman of that committee, the Sena-
tor from Arkansas [Mr. FuLericrrl, for
the great perception he showed before
having the bill reported, in putting into
the bill guidelines to help the adminis-
tration formulate a policy. He also
made it mandatory that the authoriza-
tion would be not to the President who
could expend the funds with a great deal
of unlimited freedom, but to the Secre-
tary of State, who, of course, would be
responsible to the appropriate legislative
committees. The bill also provides that
before anything can be done, the policies
and the plans must be laid before the
Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Foreign Affairs of Con-
gress for their consideration.

I would say that when that bill is con-
sidered and understood in its entirety,
despite the trepidations that some may
feel about it, and rightly so, the bill, un-
der the chairmanship of the Senator
from Arkansas, represents a good, steady
job in laying the groundwork for the
kind of program which I know the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is interested in, and
which he has approved of consistently
in advocating down through the years.

This is only an appropriation. No
money will be spent until forms, policies,
programs, and procedures are laid before
the two committees for consideration.
So we tried to include in the bill, on a
unanimous basis, every conceivable safe-
guard we could, because many of us, like
the Senator from Wisconsin, felt that
this program was a little overdue; but
so long as it is being done now, it should
be done properly. So we tried to include
the necessary corrective proposals to
make certain that it will be.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
distinguished assistant majority leader
and the chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations have made an excel-
lent case for the bill They have been
very honest about it. They have said
they are not wholeheartedly in favor of
this kind of process; in fact, they do not
like it at all. They feel that we have
been pushed into a corner and have little
choice. They have made a strong case
for their position, and I hope they are
right. However, I simply wish to em-
phasize, as strongly as I can, that we are
acting, when we act in this way, in a
totally unprecedented fashion.

I consulted with Carl Marcy, the out-
standing member of the staff of the
Committee on Foreign Relations. He
said, “This is unprecedented.” We have
never had this kind of authorization bill
in the past. We are breaking new
ground and are certainly smashing
precedent.

We all know that in the Senate it is
not possible to legislate on an appropria-
tion bill. We have to set forth the leg-
islative policy when we authorize spend-
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ing. Again and again and again we have
been told, “No, you cannot legislate on
an appropriation bill. You cannot under
our rules determine policy then.” Only
in the authorization process is there a
chance to place restrictions or directions
or controls of any kind on spending.
Well, for $600 million on South Ameri-
can aid that chance is now gone. We
will now spend it without a policy.

It is true, as the Senator from Mon-
tana said so well, that there was an at-
tempt—and a very strong attempt—to
solve this difficult problem by requiring
the Secretary of State to have confrol
of the money and then by making him
come back to the Committee on Foreign
Relations and to the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs, by requiring the Sec-
retary to lay down some kind of guide-
lines. But these are extremely vague.
We considered those guidelines last
night. What they amount to is that it
is proposed that the money be spent for
health, education, exchanges of visitors,
and other fine objectives. However,
there was no distinct, clear policy set
forth. As the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations himself said,
there are no real guidelines in this pro-
posed legislation at all.

I realize that this is an emergency sit-
uation. With great reluctance, I dis-
agree with my leaders on this question.
However, I think a voice should be raised.
1 recognize, as I have said, that the horse
has gone; it is useless to close this par-
ticular barn door. Nevertheless, I think
it should be made clear that if this kind
of procedure is advocated again, at least
this Senator will use every parliamentary
advantage he can to delay it as well as
to oppose it, so as to make certain that
we will discharge our fundamental ob-
ligation as U.S. Senators—that is to give
the most careful and thoughtful con-
sideration before we give our vote.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Ithink there
is great merit in some of the questions
raised by the Senator from Montana and
the Senator from Wisconsin. I think it
is always necessary to seek the best and
to do the possible.

For T years and 7 months, this admin-
istration has been in charge of our for-
eign policy. Whether it has been suc-
cessful in that policy, in our dealings
with the other nations of this hemi-
sphere, is a matter for the people of the
country to judge. However, when the
Senate returned to consider the business
which was unfinished, business which
the House had passed, we were con-
fronted with a recommendation which,
once it was made, needed to be acted
upon before our country’s spokesmen met
in conference with our neighbors in the
hemisphere. We were confronted with
the alternatives of having no plan; of
having a limited plan with some guide-
lines which could be reviewed, reworked,
supplemented, and implemented by ap-
propriations; or of saying to those who
would speak for us, “We will continue the
policy which we have followed, of hav-
ing no real program of this magnitude.”
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Confronted with what was before us,
and the negative position of no program
at all, it was necessary to choose be-
tween alternatives.

I do not criticize any Senator who
may have questioned the wisdom of the
action of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations. The members of that commit-
tee are experts. They are men of high
national purpose. They are men of
dedication. I know that many Senators
would have favored a more lengthy con-
sideration and a more detailed outline
of what we anticipated would be done in
the hemisphere and what results would
flow from it. I assure the Senator from
Wisconsin, however, that although I fol-
lowed the alternative of putting my
country first in trying, as I see it—and
it is up to each Senator to make his own
judgment—to go along with the Presi-
dent in his request, so that his spokesmen
would be able to have some support;
nevertheless, I have been assured by the
Committee on Appropriations, of which
I am a member, and the Committee on
Foreign Relations, that they will review
this program, word by word, step by step,
and recommendation by recommenda-
tion. They have made that statement
to the high officials in the present ad-
ministration. It will be repeated to the
next administration which takes office,
and we will make certain that before
one red cent is spent, some of the sug-
gestions made by the Senator from Wis-
consin and the very great newspapers
of which he spoke, the Milwaukee Jour-
nal, the Capital Times of Madison, and
others, are given serious consideration.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Texas.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may have an additional 2
minutes in which to yield to the Senator
from Kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I fully
understand the concern of the Senator
from Wisconsin regarding the proposal
which the Senate passed last night to
provide aid to Latin America and Cen-
tral America. As has been said, the
members of the Committee on Foreign
Relations share that concern. I concur
in the remarks just made by fhe distin-
guished majority leader.

I want the country and the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin to know
that the committee added an amend-
ment to the bill as it came from the
administration, to the effect that the
reports must be made to the Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations and to
the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

I assure the Senator that in view of
the feeling in the committee, even
though we are greatly concerned about
our problems in Latin America, this sub-
ject will be restudied. It will be re-
viewed from every angle before we, as a
committee, will approve actions to be
taken in the future.

As has been said, the members of the
committee had some misgivings about
this proposal. But the alternative is,
Shall we assist Latin America in this
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way, or be faced with the probability of
a situation in which we might have to
incur defense expenditures that might be
far in excess of what we are presently
considering in a program to stabilize
their economy and to provide good,
sound governments?

I appreciate the concern of the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin, but I wanted to give
him some consolation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Kansas. I do
not wish to impose on the time of other
Senators, but I should like to have the
opportunity to speak for 2 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Ithink theremarks
which have been made are excellent
statements. I welcome them. They are
helpful and reassuring.

The purpose of the authorization is to
enable the Secretary of State to attend
the Bogotd Conference and make a firm
commitment or promise on the assur-
ance of the Senate and the House—on
the assurance of Congress. It seems to
me that on the basis of the way we han-
dled the Marshall plan, the economic aid
program, and other foreign aid pro-
grams, our Secretary of State might
make a firm promise to any group of
countries without Congress authorizing
hundreds of millions of dollars to prove
he is not lying. This is an honorable
as well as a generous country and if the
world does not know that now it never
will.

When we come back in January, and
the requests for appropriations come in,
we will have to face the situation which
confronts us. We shall be told, and
properly so, that we have authorized this
legislation, whether we like the specific
proposals which come before us or not.
We will be committed. So it seems to me
that having authorized this vast sum for
South America, we shall have to go along
with whatever they choose to do simply
to redeem our promise.

I yield the floor,

FIRST ANNIVERSARY OF HAWAIIAN
STATEHOOD

Mr. LONG of Hawaii. Mr. President,
Sunday, August 21, marks the first anni-
versary of Hawaiian statehood. Just a
yvear ago, the President of the United
States signed a proclamation attesting
that Hawaii had fulfilled all the condi-
tions required by the Statehood Act; and
Hawaii was formally admitted into the
Unicn as the 50th State.

A first anniversary is always an im-
portant event—whether it be of a birth,
a marriage, graduation, or any other
event that has an intimate bearing on
human experience.

This first anniversary of the admission
of Hawaii as a State is of far-reaching
significance to the 645,000 people who
make their homes there. The event
comes as a recognition of a political ful-
fillment of a hope that had long been
deferred in their lives.

While at times they may have been
somewhat irked by the long delays, I am
certain that, in retrospect, they now feel
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t}nat statehood came in the fullness of
time.

This first milestone in the history of
our new State makes it appropriate to
review the importance of the develop-
ments that have taken place.

After looking over the record of the
past 12 months, I am pleased to report
that Hawaii's transition to statehood
has been completed without any great
difficulty, that our State government is
functioning smoothly.

A special session of the State legisla-
ture immediately after attaining state-
hood, and a regular session between
February and April of this year, pro-
vided for a reorganization of the govern-
ment under the provisions of the State
constitution.

The numerous and complicated prob-
lems that inevitably attend radical
changes in government were solved ef-
fectively. Happily, State finances have
not been an insurmountable problem.
The Hawaii treasury has been able to
absorb without undue strain the addi-
tional cost of running a State govern-
ment.

I am pleased to assert, Mr. President,
that Congress has been fair—even gen-
erous—to Hawail in this year of transi-
tion. In the consideration of the Ha-
waii Omnibus Act, which helped place
us on an equal footing with the other
States, and in considering our special
needs as an offshore area—particularly
in relation to securing protection from
the tidal wave menace—I have always
found the Members of this body to be
understanding and helpful. I want to
express my appreciation and that of my
colleague and the appreciation of the
people of Hawaii for this consideration.

This support for bills important to
Hawaii has been given not only by Sena-
tors who were advocates of statehood,
but equally so by those who had been op-
posed to it. Senators from every section
of the Nation have shown themselves to
be solicitous of the welfare of the newest
State.

The first year of statehood has been
significant also in relation to the pros-
perity of the people of Hawaii. New
businesses have been established. Many
mainland firms have invested in local
industry, or have opened branch offices
there.

These companies have doubtless been
encouraged to do so by a greater famili-
arity with our island community, by a
feeling that we have come closer to the
rest of the American economy by virtue
of our being a State. Certainly the enor-
mous publicity given to statehood has
been most helpful.

I also think, Mr, President, that the
experience of the past year shows that
the Nation has benefited from the ad-
mission of Hawaii. It has been a dis-
turbing year in the area of international
relations, with repeated crises, and, at
times, fearful tension.

Against this background, the United
States has won new respect and friend-
ship, particularly in the Pacific and in
Asia, by admitting to statehood the first
offshore area, the first State of the
Union to have a majority of non-
Caucasian citizens.
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By this action, Congress gave incon-
trovertible evidence of the vitality of
American democracy. It has had a tre-
mendous impact on the thinking and the
feelings of countless millions of people
who are seeking racial understanding
and national stability.

When the actions of the 86th Congress
are examined in the perspective of his-
tory, I am convinced that the granting
of statehood to Hawaii, following the ad-
mission of Alaska, will be judged one of
its most significant pieces of legislation.

The action is symbolic of the new
frontiers in human relationships toward
which we are marching. It will mark an
upswing in the affairs of the American
people.

BIRTHDAY CONGRATULATIONS TO
SENATOR AIKEN

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I wish to call attention to the
fact that today is the birthday of one
of the most distinguished Members of
the Senate, the senior Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. AIKEN].

Few Members of the Senate have a
more distinguished record of service to
both State and the Nation than does
the senior Senator from Vermont.

He began his career as a farmer. 1In
1933 he was elected Speaker of the House
of Representatives of the State of Ver-
mont; and he served his State as Lieu-
tenant Governor in 1935 and as Governor
in 1937 and 1939.

He was elected to the U.S. Senate in
1940, and was reelected to the Senate in
1944, 1950, and 1956.

During his period of service in this
body there has been no one who has been
a more conscientious worker in carrying
out his duties as a Senator. In all the
Congress there has been no better friend
of the American farmer than the senior
Senator from Vermont. I have never
met a more sincere or dedicated public
servant.

I salute him on this, his birthday.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Delaware yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jor-
pAN in the chair). Does the Senator
from Delaware yield to the Senator from
Montana?

Mr. WILLTIAMS of Delaware. Iyield.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
could not let this occasion pass without
joining with the Senator from Delaware
and our other colleagues in extending
felicitations and congratulations to the
distinguished senior Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. ATREN],

Senator AIKEN has outstanding in-
tegrity, sound common sense, and un-
doubted ability. He is modest and re-
tiring, but his contributions to the work
of the Senate are indeed great.

Mr. President, I am happy that this
body has among its Members a man of
the great standing and good statesman-
chip of the Senator from Vermont. His
contributions have been many and im-
portant. Not only has he done out-
standingly important work in the field of
agriculture, but he is also one of our
real experts in the field of foreign af-
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fairs. He had made a solid record, espe-
cially in regard to our relationships with
Latin America, to the south of us, and
with Canada, to the north of us, and, in
all truth, with the world in general.

Mr. President, we are indeed fortunate
to have Senator AIKEN as a Member of
this body; and I wish to express the per-
sonal and heartfelt hope that we shall
have him as a colleague for many years,
even decades, to come, and that the peo-
ple of Vermont will send him back to us
time after time, because he adds honor
and luster to this body, dignifies all of us,
and makes us feel like brothers. We are
all better Senators and people because
of our friendship with this warm, kindly,
and understanding man.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
the Senator from Montana.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield to me?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I wish
to join in this tribute to our colleague,
young GEORGE AIKEN.

For a great many years Senator AIKEN
has been a tower of strength in this body.

His modesty is considered one of his
most outstanding characteristies. I
think this is very well illustrated by the
biography which he submitted for publi-
cation in the Congressional Directory. It
states, “Occupation, farmer.”

Of course, Senator AIKEN certainly is
one of the champions of the agricultural
community in this body. However, he
might just as well have listed his occupa-
tion as “scholar, humanitarian, legisla-
tor.” There are, in fact, many, many
ways in which his service as a Member
of this body has been of outstanding
importance.

Mr. President, I understand that to-
day a party is to be given in honor of
GEORGE AIKEN, and that 30 people have
been invited to attend. What is more,
each of them is bringing as a gift a red
bow tie. One can always tell when
Senator AIKEN is around, because of his
fine crop of white hair, his smiling coun-
tenance, and his red bow tie.

Mr. President, when one gets to know
Senator A1kewN, he finds that he repre-
sents friendship at its best and its
highest.

It is a great tribute to Senator AIKEN
that our distinguished colleague, the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD],
would rise in this Chamber and say that
he hopes the people of Vermont will
send Senator AIKeEn back to the Senate
again and again.

GEORGE AIKEN is not a narrow parti-
san. He votes, thinks, and speaks his
convictions. He is a great American,
and I hope we shall have the privilege
of celebrating his birthday for many,
many years to come.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
the Senator from New York.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Delaware yield to me?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I wish
to join my colleagues on the floor of the
Senate, this morning, in extending con-
gratulations and best wishes on the
birthday anniversary of our very fine

I thank

I thank
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colleague, the senior Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. AIKEN].

I think possibly Senator AIKEN and I
have been drawn very close together be-
cause of the fact that both of us are
farmers. He is one Member of the
Senate who is recognized as one of the
great agricultural authorities of the
Nation,

Coming, as I do, from the great Mid-
dle West, where there are many agri-
cultural problems, I have greatly enjoy-
ed conferring with Senator AIKEN about
those problems, and have secured from
him much help in relation to matters
in that field.

The Nation is indebted to Senator
Aiken for his great interest in agricul-
ture and its problems. I think the co-
operatives and the Rural Electrification
Administration are two agencies that are
very greatly indebted, indeed, to the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Vermont.
As I have said, it has been natural that
I have been drawn closely to him, be-
cause of our mutual concern with, and
interest in, the field of agriculture.

But it has also been my privilege to
serve on the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee with Senator Aixen. Al-
though there are many outstanding
members of the committee, I wish to
point out that in that committee I have
always looked { Senator AIKEN as my
guide and mentor. He spends much
time and study on our international
problems. He is familiar with them in
many areas, and his advice is always
sound and respected by every member
of the committee. The Nation, and the
world also, are fortunate to have him on
the committee, because of his thorough
knowledge and his interest in the sub-
ject and his insistence on getting at the
very roots of the matters which cause
some of our very difficult problems.

I wish the Senator from Vermont
many more happy birthdays, and want
him to know how much I appreciate the
privilege of serving with him in the
Senate.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yesterday
I was delighted to be able to go with the
minority to pay my respects to the af-
fable and delightful Senator from Ver-
mont. He is one of my best friends. He
is a good legislator. He is a good Re-
publican. I do not say that about every
man, but the Senator is a good Repub-
lican, and, above all, he is a good Ameri-
can.

Time and time again I have seen him
stand up on this floor and defend my
people. I have seen him travel across
this country in order to better their
lives. The homes of the people in the
Pedernales Valley, where I live, have
been improved because he has come here
and we now enjoy the blessings of rural
electrification, which he and other
statesmen like him have supported
throughout the years.

But he has not confined his attentions
only to domestic matters; he is one of the
outstanding authorities on our relations
with other nations, and particularly with

I yield
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other nations in this hemisphere. He
has done a good deal to bring about a
better good neighbor policy with our
Latin-American neighbors. He has, I
think as a proper reward, been desig-
nated to speak for this Nation in the
United Nations Assembly.

All those designations and those occa-
sions speak more eloquently than I can
for the character and the capacity of the
Senator from Vermont. I merely wish
to say that, because he has been spared
us this long, I have profited from my
associations with him. I treasure his
friendship, and it will be my prayer that
he have many, many more years of
happy and useful life.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
to the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I am
very happy on this occasion to join the
majority leader and the rest of the dis-
tinguished Members of this body in say-
ing nice things about a good friend. I
have been listening to what they have
said. So far, it seems to me, there is one
phase we have forgotten. The Senator
from Vermont is not only genial and
friendly, but made an outstanding record
in his work for the St. Lawrence Seaway.
I feel that I must give him credit. Com-
ing from the eastern part of the country,
he stood firm through the years, and
when the battle was on, not on the floor,
but off the floor, he gave of his energy,
his time, and his fine reasoning, so that
the St. Lawrence Seaway became a fact.

There is one thing about GEORGE AIKEN
that I think is very fine. In committee
and elsewhere he makes great contribu-
tions, but again I revert to the fact that
he is always friendly. The world needs
men with such dispositions. It needs
them more than we realize. (GEORGE
AIKEN has an understandable mind.

Then, he is a sort of “independent
cuss,” as someone called him. Though
he comes from New England, he has time
to think about the Middle West farmer
and to think about TVA. On many of
those problems, of course, he and I have
given of our efforts, side by side, to serve
the general welfare, and not merely the
particular interests of a certain group or
section. In that respect, he is a fine
public servant.

I will say, Mr. President, he does not
look his age. It is a good deal better to
be young at his age than to be old at 50.
He carries on with a youthful spirit.
May the good Lord give him many more
years of health and happiness and
service.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as a
fellow member of the Senate Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, I am de-
lighted to pay tribute to the senior Sen-
ator from Vermont, the ranking Repub-
lican member of the committee. He con-
tributes a great deal of wisdom and ex-
pert understanding and practical knowl-
edge to that commitiee as a farmer, as a
former Governor, and as one who has

I yield
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worked with every angle of agricultural
problems. He contributes an infinite
amount to our understanding in com-
mittee.

Also, he contributes something else
which some experts cannot do, and that
is a sympathetic understanding and an
appreciative understanding of the farm-
er's problems from the human stand-
point.

There are few men I would rather have
on my side anywhere than the Senator
from Vermont. He has fought shoulder
to shoulder, with great success, with the
Senator from Wisconsin to prevent Chi-
cago from draining Lake Michigan, I
suppose this is only a minor matter in
national affairs, but it is of great im-
portance to those of us who live in that
area.

Also, on big issues in international af-
fairs, although I am not a member of the
Foreign Relations Committee, I do look
to the Senator from Vermont for guid-
ance. I read his speeches in the RECORD.
I listen to him whenever I can. He is
thoughtful and wise, and provides real
guidance.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
to the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I, too, should like to
join in the tribute being paid to our
colleague from Vermont, Senator AIKEN.
Perhaps my own feelings in this matter
can be summarized by saying I have the
feeling he would value the thought that
he is beloved by his colleagues more
than any other, and this is how I feel
about him. He, too, I think, would value
the realization that I consider him one of
the real ideological leaders of the Senate
and of the country, as one who espouses
a cause which has structure and char-
acter. It is one of the things that makes
me feel so deeply about the great intel-
lectual traditions of New England. That
a son of the soil can have that quality,
too, is truly remarkable.

He has been blessed so far, and I think
all of us can join in a prayer for him and
his family for the blessings he has re-
ceived notwithstanding the vicissitudes
of life which for him have been very
difficult and somewhat tragic, but which
he has taken so remarkably well and
philosophically, though we know how
keenly he has felt thm.

I can only bespeak for him many con-
tinued years of the kind of living he is
doing today, which is the kind of living
he likes the best.

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am very happy to have the oppor-
tunity to join with my colleagues in ex-
pressing a few words as to how we feel
about the Senator from Vermont. The
Senator from Wisconsin said there was
no one whom he would rather have on
his side. I prefer to put it a little dif-
ferently, to say that there is no one on
whose side I would always feel more com-
fortable than on the side of the Sena-
tor from Vermont.

As the Senator from New York said, he
is very truly a leader in thought and in
action of the type which has most typi-

I yield
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fied not only New England, but also this
country at its best.

I do not know what birthday this is for
the Senator from Vermont, and I do not
care, because in a real sense he is a man
who does not grow old. If he takes on
advancing years, as we all do, it seems
to me it has the reverse effect, so far as
agility of mind and breadth and scope
of comprehension and sympathies are
concerned.

As is true for all of us, it is for me.
I look for this to continue indefinitely.
It is one of the great privileges of my life
to be associated with him in this body.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
to the Senator from California.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank my colleague.

Mr. President, in the growth and de-
velopment of our country and of the
U.S. Senate it falls to the lot of very few
men—past, present, and future—to be
judged by their fellow men as outstand-
ing. In the history of the Senate only
a few enjoy that highest measure of re-
spect which places them apart from the
others. Many names of great past Sen-
ators come to mind.

The senior Senator from Vermont, in
the opinion of his colleagues and of the
people of this country, is elevated to that
group. It is a true measure of their
esteem for his long history of construc-
tive legislative accomplishments, and for
his long leadership in the cause of
America.

There is only one basis upon which
GEORGE AIKEN judges proposed legisla-
tion; that is to answer the question,
“What is in the interest of the people?”
GEORGE AIKEN does not genuflect to
power, he does not bend the knee to any
special interest group. He stands in this
Chamber and talks simply and solely on
the basis of what he believes to be in the
best interests of the American people.
He is a courageous, honorable, dedicated
American public servant. I am most
proud to salute GEORGE AIKEN as one of
the great Senators of the United States
in all its pristine history. I salute him,
also, as my great friend.
~ Thank God, Mr. President, for the
GEORGE AIRENS. I must add, I am thank-
ful he sits on the Republican side of the
aisle. All of us wish for him many happy
returns of the day and many, many more
years of the high public service which
he has rendered to his country and to
his beloved State.

Mr. HRUSKEA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, it is
with happiness that I join my colleagues
in extending congratulations and felici-
tations to GeEorGE AIKEN on this birth-
day. For many years I have considered
him one of my very best and closest
friends.

In the first instance, that friendship
was rather derivative in nature, because
of his very close friendship and associa~
tion with my immediate predecessor in
this body, the late Senator Hugh Butler.
It was with him that Senator AIXKEN on
several occasions came to Nebraska, to
visit here and there, including the farm

I yield
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of the late Senator from Nebraska. On
one of those occasions I first met the
Senator from Vermont.

Since my entry into this body I have
learned to appreciate and frequently to
be the beneficiary of Senator AIKEN'S
helpfulness and his sympathy with re-
gard to the problems of a new Senator,
It did not take me long to realize that
he is certainly one of the leading author-
ities in his understanding of and his
sympathy for the situation of the farm-
ers and agricultural problems generally.
It did take a little longer, certainly for
me, to appreciate his talent and his ex-
perience in the field of foreign relations,
because in that field there is not the same
opportunity for immediate consideration
of everyday problems.

I think one of the finest demonstra-
tions of his wisdom, of his long-range
perspective, and of his vision for this
country’s position as a world power, is
to be found in the splendid report he
made after his latest trip to Latin Amer-
ica. I commend it for reading and for
perusal by each and every one of our
colleagues, as well as for such wide dis-
tribution and reading as possible, in
order that Americans may get the full
benefit of the very fine dissertation.

GEORGE AIKEN has spent a lifetime in
public service. We are very fortunate
to have him here as one of our col-
leagues. I join in wishes for many
happy returns, GEORGE.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, it has been said that no
greater tribute can be paid any man
than to have it said that he commanded
the respect of those who knew him best.
Those words may well have been writ-
ten for our colleague and our friend
GEORGE AIKEN.

U.S. SUCCESSES WITH SATELLITES

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, every
American must be thrilled by our Na-
tion’s achievement yesterday in the cap-
turing of a returning capsule from the
Discoverer satellite, which was released
from the satellite circling the earth in
space.

These achievements and accomplish-
ments in the field of space, so far as our
Nation is concerned, are so commonplace
that I am fearful we are beginning to
regard them as everyday occurrences. I
think the Air Force is entitled to much
credit for its ability to capture this mis-
sile at a 10,000-foot altitude before it
returned to earth. This is one of the
great steps in the field in regard to
bringing back to earth human beings—
probably the most important step taken.

I have said I think we are getting to
be a little callous about these space
achievements. I do not know whether
the people of this Nation realize that
in 1 day this past week the United
States sent into orbit the largest man-
made object ever put into space. A
U.S. pilot achieved, at 25 miles high, the
highest altitude ever reached by a pi-
loted craft. For the first time any-
where there was recovered by the United
States an instrumented capsule sent into
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space. The one recovered yesterday was
the second. The one captured yesterday
was captured in the air. The first was
taken from the water. A Polaris missile,
designed for underwater firing, was
launched on a successful 1,000-mile test
run. The United States shot a missile
5,000 miles straight to the target.

Those things did not happen in
months, but they happened in 1 day,
and it was this week. I think it is about
time this Nation began to give some real
credit to those who are working in the
field, and began to stand up and speak
with some pride of our achievements.

I well remember when, not very many
months ago, our Nation was concerned
about the release of the sputnik. It was
said, “We are way behind. We will never
catch up.” Let us observe what we have
done. The score on the successful satel-
lite launchings to date is, for the United
States, 25 earth satellites and 2 solar
satellites; for the Soviet Union, 6 earth
satellites, 1 solar satellite, and 1 lunar
impact.

There are still in space, in the order
of their launchings, 17 of these missiles.

In the final stages, this Nation has
made great progress. On that basis,
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the REcorp an edi-
torial which was published in the Chi-
cago Daily Tribune of August 15, and
also an article listing the successes with
satellites, including the number which
are now in space.

There being no objection, the editorial
and article were ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

U.S. Buccesses WITH SBaTELLITES Now ToTAL
27

The score on successful satellite launch-
ings to date is United States—25 earth, 2
solar; the Soviet Union—6 earth, 1 solar, 1
lunar impact.

Still in space, in the order of their launch-
ings, are 17:

Explorer I, United States, sllent; Vanguard
I, United B8tates transmitting; Lunik I,
U.S.8.R. (solar), silent; Vanguard II, United
States, sllent; Pioneer IV, United BStates
(solar), sllent; Explorer VI, United States,
silent; Vanguard III, United States, silent;
Explorer VII, United States, transmitting;
Ploneer V, United States (solar), silent;
Tiros I, United States, transmitting; Transit
I-B, TUnited States, silent; Spacecraft,
U.S8S8.R. silent; Midas II, United States,
transmitting; Transit II-A, United States
transmitting; NRL Satellite, United States,
transmitting; Echo I, United States, trans-
mitting, and Sputnik IV, USSR, trans-
mitting.

Final stages, casings, and other debris from
many satellites are still in orbit, but are not
included in this tabulation.

BECOND CLASS?

If, in a single day, the Soviet Union had
sent into orbit the largest manmade ob-
ject ever put into space; achleved, at 26
miles up, the highest altitude ever reached
by a piloted craft; recovered, for the first
time anywhere, an Instrumented capsule
sent into space; shot a missile 5,000 miles
dead to target; launched a Polarls missile,
designed for underwater firlng, on a suc-
cessful 1,100 mile test run, then the calamity
chorus would unanimously cry that the
United States was a second rate power,
hopelessly behind in the space and missile
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race, and that the time had come to strike
the flag.

But, as all of these were American ac-
complishments, the critics will probably be
sufficiently charitable to confine themselves
to lamentations about the missile gap.

Mr. EEATING. Mr, President, I am
happy that the distinguished Senator
from Kansas has brought to our atten-
tion these outstanding achievements in
the space field.

All Americans can feel a great swell of
pride and gratification at the latest
demonstration of American superiority
in outer space and science. The snatch-
ing of a capsule ejected from space at
10,000 feet in the air marks another
U.S. first in satellite history.

The Air Force officials and scientists
responsible for this truly remarkable
achievement are deserving of highest
praise. They are showing us in dra-
matic fashion what so many of us have
been saying for many months: that
America is second to none in science,
in the race for space, and in national
military might.

The space capsule snatch, combined
with other recent accomplishments by
our scientists and technicians, including
the Polaris missile successes, should put
an end to the talk of those who are
continually bewailing American efforts
in these fields. In this connection, a
brief but meaningful editorial in the
Rochester Times-Union, of August 15,
voiced the view I believe many Amer-
icans hold on this subject. Significant-
ly, this editorial appeared prior to yes-
terday’s Air Force breakthrough. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

WHERE ARE THE JEREMIADS Now?

Is America dolng so badly after all? Suc-
cessful flights by long-range missiles, the re-
covery of a space capsule from an orbiting
satellite, and the launching of a 10-story
high communications satellite all bear wit-
ness to impressive advances in the conquest
of space.

Where now are the Jeremiads who climbed
aboard the bandwagon of woe when Russia
was getting such spectacular results with
sputniks and lunar probes? We're not hearing
nearly so much from them these days. And
for the simple reason that the experts are giv-
ing us ample proof that this country is not
condemned to second place in outer space.

There's no doubt we did fall behind, and
there’s no doubt we needed a shot in the
arm. But all the evidence suggests that we
have caught up fast.

President Eisenhower, of course, has been
maintaining for long enough that the Na-
tlon’s military security is stronger than our
own critics will allow. The latest successes
certalnly support him,

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I
desire to associate myself with the re-
marks of my colleague [Mr., CARLSON].
I think it is most commendatory that
those matters be drawn fo the atten-
tion of the Senate, as he has so excel-
lently done.

Mr. CARLSON. I thank the Senator
from New York and my colleague for
their remarks.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, President, I ask
that the unfinished business be laid be-
fore the Senate for consideration.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1960

The Senate resumed the condition of
the bill (H.R. 12580) to extend and im-
prove coverage under the Federal old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance
system and to remove hardships and in-
equities, improve the financing of the
trust funds, and provide disability bene-
fits to additional individuals under such
system; to provide grants to States for
medical care for aged individuals of low
income; to amend the public assistance
and maternal and child welfare pro-
visions of the Social Security Act; to im-
prove the unemployment compensation
provisions of such act; and for other
purposes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield first
to the senior Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ScHoEPPEL], to the junior senator from
New York [Mr. Keating] and then to the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl to
make affirmative statements, without
losing my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

INCREASE OF AUTHORIZATION FOR
APPROPRIATION FOR PRESI-
DENT’S MUTUAL SECURITY CON-
TINGENCY FUND—AMERICAN RE-
PUBLICS COOPERATION ACT

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, last
night when the votes on S. 3861 and
8. 3855 were taken, I was necessarily
absent from the Senate. I had been
informed there would not be any record
votes on those two bills last night.

I ask that the permanent REcorp show
that if I had been present and voting, I
wl?l‘;ld have voted “yea” on those two
bills.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, the senior Senator from Virginia
was unavoidably absent last night when
the vote was taken on the increase of
authorization for appropriation for the
President’s mutual security contingency
fund. Had I been present, I would have
voted “nay.” I am especially opposed
to aid that is given the Congo, a coun-
try that is now in conflict with the United
Nations.

AMBASSADOR LODGE DRAMATIZES
AMERICA’S GOOD FAITH CON-
CERNING DISARMAMENT AS HE
NEARS THE END OF HIS UNITED
NATIONS SERVICE
Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, the

announcement that Ambassador Henry

Cabot Lodge will soon step down from

his United Nations post to campaign for
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the Vice Presidency serves to remind all
Americans—regardless of party affilia-
tion—of the great works performed by
this man on behalf of his country and
the free world. He has truly served
well the cause of peace and freedom at
this perilous hour in the history of hu-
manity.

The present ominous state of affairs
in the Congo marks a somber and fateful
challenge to the peace we seek and
cherish. Indeed, the crisis in this Afri-
can cauldron threatens the very exist-
ence of the United Nations as a primary
force for world understanding and co-
operation.

Much of the credit for the world stat-
ure of the U.N. and for its effectiveness
in smoothing troubled international wa-
ters and mediating disputes between na-
tions must go to Ambassador Lodge. He
has worked unremittingly, selflessly and
forcefully for the cause of peace during
his brilliant tenure as our representative
in the United Nations.

Ambassador Lodge’s efforts this week
in the cause of world disarmament were
typical of his fine U.N. work.

In the eloquent and cogent style we
have learned to expect from him, he pre-
sented America’s plan for disarmament.
In his remarks before the United Na-
tions Disarmament Commission, Ambas-
sador Lodge outlined once again our
long-range and specific program for
achieving disarmament agreement by
successive steps. He emphasized anew
our good faith dedication to a workable
plan under effective control, and also
enuanciated 2 new proposals in this vital
field.

As the New York Herald Tribune noted
in an editorial, Ambassador Lodge’'s offer
to give a large amount of our uranium
for peaceful purposes if the Russians will
do the same is a dramatic way of dem-
onstrating this country’s good {faith
on the subject of disarmament. As the
Tribune also points outf, this proposal
has the very real advantage of cutting
through the layers of abstract language
which so often characterize discussions
in this field.

The directness and forcefulness with
which Ambassador Lodge has dramatized
America’s position on disarmament is
typical of his superb leadership in the
United Nations. Asthe New York Times
pointed out in an editorial, he has again
utilized this world forum to lay our case
before it and mobilize world opinion on
the side of the United States.

Regardless of the eventual outcome of
our efforts to achieve a workable and ef-
fective disarmament agreement and re-
gardless of political affiliation, all Ameri-
cans owe a great debt of gratitude to
Ambassador Lodge for his tenacious and
eloquent representation of the American
point of view in the United Nations. He
has, indeed, become the “Voice of Amer-
ica” in the U.N.—the loud, clear voice of
freedom and human rights—the voice
the Russians have never been able to jam.

Because his remarks lay out so clearly
and thoughtfully America's views on dis-
armament, I ask unanimous consent that
excerpts from the address of Ambassador
Lodge before the Disarmament Com-
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mission be printed at this point in the
Recorp, as well as the editorials from
the New York Herald Tribune and the
New York Times, to which I have
referred.

There being no objection, the excerpts
and editorials were ordered to be printed
in the Recorbp, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Aug. 17, 1960]
EXCERPTS FROM SPEECH BY AMBASSADOR HENRY
CaBoT LODGE BEFORE UNITED NATIONS Dis-

ARMAMENT COMMISSION

There should, we think, be no misunder-
standing as to why the United States re-
quested this meeting. We very much want
negotiations on disarmament to resume.
But we do not call this meeting for the pur-
pose of conducting negotiations on disarma-
ment here and now in this Commission.

The United States knows that the Soviet
Union at present does not wish to negotiate.
There were no successful negotiations at
Geneva and unless the Soviet attitude
changes there will be no negotiations either
here in the Disarmament Commission or
next month in the General Assembly.

Why, then, did the United States ask for
this meeting? For several reasons. It is be-
cause we thought the Commission had a
right to be informed about the Geneva talks
and 1t is because we wanted to present our
case to the United Nations and to world
position. We wanted also to present it to
the Soviet Union.

SOVIET WALEKOUT NOTED

On June 27 the U.8S. representative at
Geneva was about to present the new U.S.
position. At this point the Soviet Union
walked out of the meeting. There were
members then who thought that we should
have a meeting of this Commission.

The Secretary General thought that such
a meeting was inadvisable at that time. We
agreed and we believed that we should make
an appeal by ourselves to the Soviet Union
before resorting to the Commission. We did
this on July 2, but our overture did not
bring a resumption of talks.

We think we have a good proposal. What
I am going to say today not only restates
that proposal which we made at Geneva, but
it adds something to it which we think is
very significant. We do not, of course, inslst
that the Soviet Union must agree to this;
but we do think that the Soviet Unlon ought
to hear it.

We also think that world opinion ought
to hear it and ought to hear it in a forum
like this which is devoted exclusively to dis-
armament, and not merely hear it in the
General Assembly, where it is only one of
more than 80 other issues.

Now those are some of the reasons why we
called this meeting, but finally—the final
reason for which the United States called
this meeting is because the United States
believes that the greatest service the Dis-
armament Commission could render would
be to use its great influence to have disarma-
ment negotiations resumed without delay.
They are now stalled. What we ask of this
Commission is to do all in its power to get
the talks going again.

Now that is what I wanted to say as to
why we called the meeting. The members of
the Commission have before them the most
important papers presented in the 10-nation
committee, including the U.S. proposal of
June 27, which was presented on the same
day that the Soviet Union walked out.

U.S. DOCUMENT OFFERED

It is contalned in document DC-154. I
urge members of the Commission to study
this paper. It proposes a number of con-
crete measures of disarmament. I mention
this because Soviet documents circulated in
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the Commission assert time and again that
the United States and its allies have pro-
posed no disarmament measures whatever.
As you can see from these documents, that
charge is entirely incorrect.

The quest for disarmament is long and
difficult. At difficult moments such as this
we must keep a clear view of our funda-
mental goals, And they are these:

We want a world at peace: not the fearful
peace of an armed truce, but a genuine peace
which rests on trust among the nations.

We want a world in which all nations and
peoples, both great and small, are secure
from aggression and can shape their des-
tinies in freedom.

We want a world of open socleties in which
peoples are no longer separated by barriers
of officlal secrecy and official hatred.

We want a world whose rich resources and
spectacular sclentific prowess will be used
not for conquest, nor for defense against the
fear of conguest, but only for the welfare of
mankind and the growth of the human
splrit.

We want world peace under law which is
inspired by justice.

And we want the kind of disarmament—
which 1s both fair and fully verified—which
will help the world toward those great ends.

The United States has pursued such a dis-
armament policy for many years. We have
made far-reaching, concrete proposals.

Only in one field related to disarmament,
that is the cessation of nuclear weapons
tests, have we had any real promise of suc-
cess. Progress there 1s slow, but the dis-
cussions are going on.

This negotiation suggests what might be
accomplished if the same patient and con-
structive efforts could be applied to other
definite, concrete parts of the disarmament
problem.

U.S. CONVICTIONS LISTED

The United States brought to the 10-natlon

talks certain basic convictions born of ex-
. These can be stated as follows:

A sound disarmament plan must be broad
enough in scope to take in all kinds of arma-
ments and armed forces.

It must be concrete and realistic, tied to
the growing complexity of modern weapons.

It must move step by step, always under
adequate control, toward the ultimate goal
of complete and general disarmament under
effective international control.

It must be so fair at every stage that no
country will gain a military advantage over
another country at any stage.

It must include agreed procedures for set-
tling international disputes peacefully, in
accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations, after complete and general dlsarma-
ment has been achieved.

Finally, before nations can proceed con-
fidently with great reductions In weapons,
a sound disarmament plan must reduce the
enormous uncertainties and risks which exist
today, which present a real danger of war by
accident or miscalculations, and which give
a great impulse to the arms race.

DANGER POINTS GIVEN

We know what contributes to these risks
and uncertainties. There is the danger of
surprise attack prepared in secret; the threat
of nuclear attack from outer space; the con-
stantly mounting stockplles of nuclear weap-
ons; and the vast size of armed forces and
non-nuclear-weapons stocks.

Those are the danger points which would
be attacked in stage 1 of the plan which we
proposed on June 27, This first stage is de-
signed to bulld safeguards against surprise
attack, to stop further nuclear weapons pro-
duction, to cut down existing nuclear weap-
‘ons stocks, to start cutting nonnuclear arma-
ments and armed forces, and to take the
steps to prevent the militarizing of outer
Epace.
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‘When those steps are completed at the end
of stage one, we believe we will have a much
more stable situation in which nations can
move confidently toward general and com-
plete disarmament—the complete elimina-
tion of weapons of mass destruction, and
the reduction of national armed forces to
levels required only for internal securlty and
to meet obligations under the United Na-
tions Charter.

The disarmament plan put forward in
Geneva by the Western Powers on March 14
and that proposed by the United States on
June 27 were both designed to accomplish
these aims and you have already received
coples of the June 27 proposal. We believe—
and I believe the other Western Powers also
believe—that it forms an entirely reasonable
and practical basis for negotiations and con-
clusions of agreements which would lead to
our ultimate goal.

SOVIET CHARGE IS DENIED

‘This proposal is of course not control with-
out disarmament, as has been alleged by the
Soviet Union. It contalns far-reaching, con-
crete disarmament measures. It is realistiec.
It envisages disarmament as proceeding
through three stages, each containing meas-
ures which are phased, safeguarded and falr
to all.

Each of these stages would be carried out
within an agreed and definite time period
under the supervision of an international
disarmament control organization within the
framework of the United Nations. It also
reflects our conviction that in the process of
disarmament no state should obtain mili-
tary advantage by reason of this process
over another.

The first stage, to be embodied in a treaty
by the 10 nations Involved in the con-
ference, includes initial and controllable
measures which can and should be under-
taken without delay.

The second stage envisages further reduc-
tion of armed forces; reduction in arma-
ments of all kinds, and destruction or con-
version to peaceful use of discarded weapons.

The final stage of our plan would see the
reduction of military establishments to
levels required only for the purpose of
maintaining internal order, of insuring per-
sonal security of citizens, and of providing
agreed contingents to the international peace
force.

Here is a list of the concessions to the
Soviet view which we embodied in our pro-
posal of June 27,

1. We included a definition of general and
complete disarmament, in terms not wvery
different from the Soviet deflnition.

2. We accepted the principle that each
measure of a disarmament program would be
carried out in an agreed and strictly de-
fined period of time.

3. We adopted a provision based on the
Soviet plan of June 2 for a review by the
Security Council of the progress of disarma-
ment at the end of each disarmament stage,
That is something they wanted.

4. We agreed to a figure of 1.7 million for
the armed forces of the U.S.S.R. and the
United States in the second stage of the
disarmament program. That is a real thing
to agree to.

5. We accepted a technleal examination
of measures necessary to control, reduce, and
eliminate agreed categories of nuclear de-
livery systems, Including missiles, aircraft,
surface ships, submarines, and artillery.
This concerned a measure to which the So-
viet Union had given first place in its dis-
armament program.

I think that is evidence of our real will to
reach an agreement.

NEW PROPOSALS OFFERED

The United States refuses to be discour-
aged. But we should lose no time in resum-
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ing discussions on some basis which promises
progress, Modern armaments are constantly
growing more complex and more difficult to
control or abolish with certainty. We must
not walt, as the Soviet Union seems to want
us to do, while the problems grow more diffi-
cult and more dangerous.

As proof of the serlous purpose with which
the United States requests the renewal of
negotiations, I am authorized to present to-
day to the Soviet Union two new proposals.
And I do so now.

The first proposal relates to ending the
production of fissionable materials for weap-
ons purposes. In the past the United States
has proposed that when this production was
cut off, agreed quantities of flssionable ma-
terials be transferred, under international
supervision, from existing accumulated
weapons stocks to peaceful uses—thereby re-
ducing directly the number of nuclear weap-
ons now in national arsenals,

The United States is ready to carry out this
proposal on g reciprocal basls with the Soviet
Union. In doing so the United States is
ready also on a reciprocal basis, to set aside
30,000 kilograms of weapons grade U5, as
the amount which the United States and
the Soviet Union would each initially
transfer.

Let me say by way of explanation that
30,000 kilograms of weapons grade Us, {f
used in our modern nuclear weapons, would
generate an explosive force well over 1,000
times greater than that of all the high ex-
plosive bombs dropped by all the warring
powers during World War II.

SECOND PLAN OFFERED

The transfer of that amount to peaceful
uses by the United States, and an equal
amount by the Soviet Union, would mean an
immediate and sizable reduction in the nu-
clear threat. It would be a real and a prac-
tical measure of disarmament and I put that
today before the Soviet Union.

If the Soviet Union is not prepared to
join in a plan of this kind, I am authorized
to propose a second direction in which we
might now make a start.

The United States is ready to join the
Soviet Union In halting by successive steps
the production of fissionable materials for
weapons use. We are prepared to shut
down, one by one, under international in-
spection, our major plants producing en-
riched uranium and plutonium, if the So-
viet Union will shut down equivalent facili-
ties.

We are prepared to do this now—with no
delay at all.

The United States is eager to renew nego-
tiations on concrete disarmament measures
such as these. We are willing to hear new
Soviet proposals.

We again invite the Soviet Union to work
with us—not with the object of one of us
putting the other in the wrong and thus
winning a small victory of some sort. Vie-
tories of that kind are likely to prove hollow
very soon.

Let us, rather, join to win a common vic-
tory for the future of mankind.

[From the New York Herald Tribune,
Aug. 18, 1960]
A DraMaTic GESTURE TOWARD DISARMAMENT

Ambassador Lodge's offer to glve 66,000
pounds of enriched uranium for peaceful
uses under international control if the Rus-
slans would do likewise is a dramatic way
of demonstrating this country’s good faith
in its approach to disarmament.

The offer has the advantage of cutting
through the layers of abstract language
which, after years of fruitless disarmament
talk, has practically become a dialect in itself.
The fact that substantial amounts of
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uranium would have to be removed from
existing weapons In order to make up the
total adds to the impact of the gesture.

If that did not sult the BSoviets, Mr.
Lodge went on, the United States would offer
to close down, one by one, its uranium and
plutonium plants or turn over thelr output
to peaceful international use. Again, the
Russians would have to do the same.

There seems to be no way of denying that
either of these steps, and especially the
first, would substantially reduce the nuclear
warfare capacities of both countrles. But
the Soviet reaction has already made it clear
that Moscow is still not interested in prac-
tical proposals. It opposes the current meet-
ing of the United Nations Disarmament
Commission to begin with—which is an at-
tempt to resume, in another forum, the
talks the Soviets broke up last spring in
Geneva.

They are instead planning their own show,
which, they hope, will be a free-for-all 82-
man summit at the new session of the Gen-
eral Assembly next month. Whatever be-
comes of this project, it will do nothing to
further the cause of disarmament.

Yet If we are forced to the discouraging
conclusion that the Soviet Union will never
become seriously interested in disarmament,
however limited, unless a combination of
events should make it politically advan-
tageous, we cannot accept the prospect of
& permanent dead end. For there are some
conceivable combinations of events which
could well change their notions of just
what political advantage is.

[From the New York Times, Aug. 18, 1960]
THE U.N. AND DISARMAMENT

Despite Soviet attempts to prevent it and
threats to boycott it, the United Nations
Disarmament Commission has assembled at
its East River headquarters to consider the
shambles created by the Soviet walkout at
the 10-nation disarmament conference in
Geneva 2 months ago. The meeting was
called at the urgent request of the United
Btates; virtually all non-Communist nations
supported the American request and, despite
strenuous Soviet lobbylng, not one non-
Communlst group of nations agreed to join
in the boycott, thereby forcing the Soviets
to attend to avold appearing isolated.

This development is all the more signifi-
cant because the Soviets forced the expan-
glon of the originally small disarmament
commission to include all 82 United Nations
members in the hope of dominating it by
winning support among the new and the
neutralist nations. Thus far at least they
have been disappointed.

As Ambassador Lodge explalned, the
United States called for the meeting not to
conduct negotiations in it, which is im-
possible in a body so large, but to lay our
case before it and mobllize world opinion
in the hope of Influencing the Soviets to
engage in honest negotiations in the emaller
technical bodles appointed for that purpose.
To that end he again outlined the far-
reaching and concrete disarmament meas-
ures already advanced by the West to reach
general and complete disarmament by stages,
but always under effective control, and added
to them two new ones to divert atoms for
war to atoms for peace.

As usual, the Soviets promptly rejected
them with arguments that merely demon-
strated anew their determination to evade
any controls that would break down their
Iron Curtain or infringe on the secretiveness
that is not only a Communist but a tradi-
tionally Russlian characteristic. Controls
are to them synonymous with esplonage to
find out what they are trying to hide and
it will take increasing world pressure to
induce them to modify this attitude. The
Disarmament Commission can do much by
concerted action to further this aim.

CVI—-1062
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ATD FOR THE ELDERLY

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the REcorp an article from
the Wall Street Journal, entitled “ *The
Aging’: Neither Indigent Nor Childlike,
They Want Government Aid as Very
Last, Not First, Resort.”

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Aug. 18, 1960]

“THE AcING”: NEITHER INDIGENT Nor CHILD-
LIKE, THEY WANT GOVERNMENT AID AS VERY
Last, Nor FIrsT, RESORT

(By James W. Wiggins and Helmut Schoeck)

Seen from our sample, the aging popula-
tion of the United States enjoys a high level
of health. Some 90 percent of all respond-
ents sald they were in either good or fair
health. Two-thirds of our sample declared
themselves in good health. Only 10 percent
sald they were in poor health.

The statements about their good health by
the respondents are supported by the con-
cluding observations written by the inter-
viewers., Reading those final remarks, we see
a profile of the aging that shows them to be
in good health and in cheerful moods; they
appear self-rellant and disdainful of efforts
to single them out for special consideration.

About two-thirds of our respondents had
nelther seen a doctor nor talked with one on
the telephone, in regard to their health,
during the 4 weeks preceding the interview.
Only 28 percent were planning to see a doctor
in connection with their health during the
2 weeks following the interview.

Almost 80 percent of the aging In our
sample had never heard from anyone that
they might need certain things at their pres-
ent age which they did not need when they
were younger.

When we asked the respondents: “Do you
have any medical needs now that are not
being taken care of ?"—92 percent sald, “No.”
However, for the remaining 8 percent who
knew of some unfilled medical needs, we have
to distinguish various reasons for the failure
to relieve the need. Financial reasons were
the least Important ones. Often the re-
spondent would point out that a certain op-
eratlon or artificlal alds, such as glasses,
teeth, or hearing equipment, had been recom=
mended but that some other doctor, or
friend, had advised against it as not worth
the risk or trouble.

MEETING AN EMERGENCY

This picture of a healthy and well-cared-for
aging population in the United States is fully
supported by the economic data on their
medical care. Only 5 percent of all respon-
dents in our sample had spent over $100 for
themselves or their spouses during the month
preceding the interview. In fact, of the 84.7
percent who reported expenditures for medi-
cines and mediecal care below #100, the ma-
jority had either no expenses or only a few
dollars. Only 1 percent in our sample re-
ported medical expenses In excess of $500.

So much for the realities, But how would
the modal (occurring oftenest) aged person
cope with a medical emergency? To receive
an answer to that question, the interviewer
had to phrase his question with regard to the
soclal class of the respondent. He asked:
“Suppose you had a large medical bill and
no medical insurance, how would you pay
the bill?” In the case of the lower class
respondent, he would specify: “Let us say, a
bill of $1,000"; for middle class people the
amount was £2,000; and for the upper class
person a hypothetical bill of $5,000.

Combining the responses from all three
social classes, 42 percent of our respondents
would use cash or a check to pay the bill,
11 percent would mortgage their homes, and
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15 percent would use cash value of insurance
or sell stocks and bonds. Fewer than one-
third of the respondents gave various other
ways of paylng such a large bill. Thus we
can say that the modal aging person in the
United Btates can cope with a large medical
bill by conventional and personal means.
‘We should note that the question specifically
inquired about the method of payment In
case there was no medical insurance. How=
ever, 64 percent of our respondents did re-
port insurance for medical purposes,

The modal annual cash income reported
was between $2,000 and $3,000. Half of the
respondents reported incomes In excess of
$2,000 per year, and 1 out of 20 reported
more than $10,000 annual income. One
interviewer was uncertain of the applicable
socloeconomic category when she found &
respondent who reported no cash income, but
owned 300 acres of valuable farmland in &
Mountain State. We assured the interviewer
that lack of cash income did not place this
man in the lower class. Another respondent
reported his cash income as $400 per year,
and, when asked later what he did for the
community, replied that he helped the poor.
The modal respondent reported that he had
no income other than cash, but nearly one-
third did report other income.

Cash income 1s, however, an inadequate
measure of the financlal position of any pop-
ulation, and particularly the older popula-
tion. Ownership of a fully furnished home,
the completion of responsibility for chlldren,
completion of premlum payments on life
insurance, and similar considerations enter
the picture.

A very significant index to filnancial Inde-
pendence 1s the statement of net worth.
The aging were asked to estimate their net
worth, that 1s, the cash value of their as-
sets minus their liabilities. The modal aging
respondent reported his cash-equivalent as-
sets over liabilitles to be in excess of $10,000.
This figure referred to assets of the lving
respondent, not “estate at death,” which
would have included life Insurance death
benefits. Almost 60 percent of the sample
made up this modal group.

Significantly, a large number of respond-
ents spontaneously and energetically stated
that they did not have any debts, and did
not belleve in buying on credit. This rein-
forces the data on medical and related debts
described above.

Since economic crisis may hit the aged as
it does the young, respondents were asked
where they might get a “lot of money for an
emergency * * * with least embarrassment.”
The modal group (63.8 percent) listed chil-
dren and other relatives as preferred sources.
Friends, church groups, and lodge brothers
came next, with 12 percent. The only im-
personal source suggested with any fre-
quency was the small loan company.

WORRIES OVER INFLATION

Concern was expressed by many respond-
ents over inflation, even before the inter-
viewer reached the question dealing with 1t.
The decade of the 1940's was the most fre-
quently named perlod for the first signifi-
cant awareness of the declining value of
money. The explanations given by the
aging for inflation have not yet been fully
analyzed, but the respondents usually cited
government, war, labor unions, and big busi-
ness. The individual who was blamed most
often by name was Franklin D. Roosevelt.

The modal member would expect the Gov=-
ernment to meet the minimum needs of the
genuinely destitute aging. But for this
group the proviso was added, “If there are
no children,” or “if the children can't help.”
When asked where the respondent would
want to obtain housing in case he could not
finance it himself, the modal member of the
sample (43 percent) preferred housing under
church auspices, Less than one-fourth chose
Government housing, even in case of great
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need. One interviewer, a trained soclologist,
reported that in his rural sample the mere
suggestion of housing by the State or Gov-
ernment as a possibility often provoked a
fright reaction.

The modal two-thirds (66.4 percent) are
in retired status, although a number in this
category are still gainfully employed. The
typical respondent did not wish to continue
working after retirement, but nearly half did
wish to continue. Of the 33.6 percent still
working, 704 percent are working on the
same job held prior to reaching age 65.

The modal person in our aging population
has religlous affillation. Over 80 percent are
members of a church., If speclal care was
needed from outside the family, twice as
many elderly Americans would prefer to get
it from their church rather than from the
State. However, they are far from being
dependent on the church. They would not
want the church to assume or proffer family
or welfare functions.

Contrary to the usual stereotypes held to-
day, the aging, even in our large cities, are
far from being doomed to loneliness. Hori-
zontal mobility, urbanization, the much-
cited but rarely specified *“social change”
have all falled to break or even to weaken
the bond between aging parents and adult
children. Moreover, it 18 a social relation-
ship of true reciprocity. When asked: “Do
you ever help your children or other close
relatives In any way?” 72 percent of our re-
spondents replied “Yes."”

Peter Townsend, reporting from his sur-
vey in East London, did not find much “hard
evidence of neglect on the part of old peo-
ple’s children, Widespread fears of the
breakdown of family loyalties and of mar-
ried children’s negligence seem to have no
general basis in fact, Doctors, social work-
ers and others who express such fears may
sometimes forget they are in danger of gen-
eralizing from an extremely untypical sub-
section of the population or from a few ex-
treme examples known personally to them.
So far ‘at least as the old are concerned,
therefore, there 18 no justification for an
attempt to supplant the family with state
services.”

LIFE IS SIMPLER

Our data indicate that very similar con-
clusions can be drawn for the United States.
In fact, when the respondents in our survey
were asked: “Do you helieve that a new
department of Government could do some-
thing important for you personally that is
not being done now?” the majority (60 per-
cent) said, “No.”

Boclal workers and other interest groups
often insist that modern life has become so
complicated that our aging citizens need
someone else to tell them how to take care
of themselves. But our survey suggests that
the majority of our older people do not seem
impressed by an increasing complexity of
life, nor do they expect this problem to loom
large within the next 10 to 20 years. On the
contrary, they can think of many chores and
problems of daily life that have become much
easler for them than they were for their own
parents and grandparents.

In conclusion, the data presented in this
paper strongly supports a reexamination of
the conceptions of the aging in the United
States. It may be seriously questioned
whether increasing age is pathological per se,
as is implied by the alarm with which it is
viewed by many researchers, professional
helpers, and policymakers, While attempt-
ing to study the aging, the soclal scien-
tists may make them objects, rather than
persons, and in so doing produce problems
where none previously existed. There seems
little doubt that the (widespread) caricature
of the aging derives from application of the
experience of a generation ago to a new type
of over-65 population.
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Finally it must be emphasized that this
paper does not deny that parts of our popu-
lation of all ages, including old age, are de-
pendent, inadequate, ill, and unemployed.
The authors share feelings of sympathy for
such persons. The study here reported, how-
ever, shows that the aging, like others in our
population, are not characteristically de-
pendent, inadequate, ill, or senile.

It is hoped that further research into the
normal can be carried out., Since all re-
sources are limited, whether of family, kin,
private or public agencies, the recognition
that the dependent and helpless in our aging
population are limited in number will allow
available resources to be applied with dis-
crimination, with far greater hope of return
to the society and to its people.

S0CIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1960

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 12580), the social
security amendments of 1960.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
the bill, HR. 12580, as amended by the
Committee on Finance, makes many
worthwhile improvements in the Social
Security Act relating to the old-age and
survivors, and disability insurance, old-
age assistance, aid to the blind, maternal
and child welfare, and unemployment
compensation provisions. It liberalizes
the eligibility requirements for social se-
curity benefits so that approximately
125,000 disabled workers and an equal
number of dependents may qualify for
benefits immediately irrespective of age.

I have placed on the desk of each
Member of the Senate a Finance Com-
mittee pamphlet showing the major dif-
ferences in the present social security
law and H.R. 12580 as reported by the
Committee on Finance, the principal
features of which I shall briefly sum-
marize,

First, however, I wish to say that this
bill is the result of many months of study
and research on the subject of medical
care for the aged. This has included
testimony presented in the extensive
public hearings held by the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and the ad-
ditional hearings by the Committee on
Finance on the House-passed bill and
certain other health care proposals which
had been advanced in the Senate. The
committee is cognizant of the many
problems which exist in this area and
the difficulties attendant upon the vari-
ous approaches which have been ad-
vanced.

The medical plan adopted by the Fi-
nance Committee was proposed jointly
by the senior Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Kerr] and the junior Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Frearl. Other members
of the committee who joined as cospon-
sors are the junior Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. Long] ; the junior Senator from
Florida [Mr. SwmaTHERs]; the senior
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams];
the junior Senator from EKansas [Mr.
Carrson]; and the senior Senator from
Utah [Mr. BEnneTTl. This amendment
was adopted by a record vote of 12 yeas
to 4 nays. Six Democrats and six Re-
publicans voted in favor of the amend-
ment, and four Democrats voted against
it.
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Therefore, a majority of the Demo-
cratic members of the committee voted
in favor of the amendment, and all the
Republican members voted for it. I fa-
vor enactment of this bill with the Eerr-
Frear medical care amendment.

The Federal-State plan proposed by
the Finance Committee inaugurates a
medical care program for the aged in
our country who are unable to pay their
medical bills when illness occurs or con-
tinues. This program is established un-
der title I of the Social Security Act. It
provides additional matching funds to
the States to, first, establish a new or
improve their existing medical care pro-
gram for those on the old-age assist-
ance rolls and second, initiate a new pro-
gram designed to furnish medical assist-
ance to those needy elderly citizens who
are not eligible for old-age assistance
but who are financially unable to pay
for the medical and hospital care needed
to preserve their health and prolong
their life. This twofold plan would
thus cover all medically needy, aged 65
or over, whether or not they are eligible
for old-age assistance or whether or not
they are eligible for the benefits under
the social security or any other retire-
ment program, subject only to the par-
ticipation by the State of which they
are resident.

Participation in the Federal-State pro-
gram is completely optional with the
States, with each State determining the
extent and character of its own program
and the standards of eligibility.

For those on the old-age assistance
rolls, the Kerr-Frear amendment pro-
vides for Federal matching of vendor
medical care of $12 a month per recip-
ient which would be in addition to the
present $65 maximum for Federal
matching for old-age assistance; the
Federal share to be 50 to 80 percent de-
pending on the per capita income of the
State, where the State monthly payment
is over $65, and 65 to 80 percent depend-
ing on the per capita income of the State
;v;:lere the monthly payment is under

5.

For the other medically needy individ-
uals, the Federal share would be 50 to 80
percent with no dollar maximum for
medical care.

There is no Federal limitation on med-
ical service provided under the bill. The
Federal Government will participate un-
der the matching formula in any pro-
gram which provides any or all of the
following services:

. Inpatlent hospital services;

. Skilled nursing-home services;
Physicians’ services;

. Outpatient hospital services;

. Home health care services;

. Private duty nursing services;

. Physical therapy and related services;
. Dental services;

. Laboratory and X-ray services;

10. Prescribed drugs, eyeglasses, dentures,
and prosthetic devices;

11, Diagnostle, screening, and preventive
services; and

12. Any other medical care or remedial
care recognized under Btate law.

A Btate may, if it wishes, include medical
services provided by osteopaths, chiroprac-
tors, and optometrists, and remedial services
provided by Christian Sclence practitioners.

oI R
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The medical plan advocated by the
Finance Committee represents a realistic
and workable plan. States can take ad-
vantage of its provisions in part or in
whole beginning October 1, 1960.

The financial incentive in the Finance
Committee plan should enable every
State to improve the medical services
now provided under their old-age assist-
ance programs and extend such services
to every other person over 65 years of age
who is unable to secure medical services.
This would include those under the so-
cial security system, railroad retirement
system, civil service system, or any other
public or private retirement system,
whether such person is retired or still
working subject only to the standards
determined by the State. It would cover
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the widows of such workers as well as
their dependents who meet the age 65
requirement and are unable to provide
for their medical care.

Under the revised title I, State plans,
with the aid of Federal matching funds,
could provide pofential protection under
this new medical assistance program to
as many as 10 million persons aged 65
whose financial resources would be in-
sufficient to cover sizable medical ex-
penses, These 10 million would include
the vast majority of the 12 million indi-
viduals who are receiving social security
benefits. Also some 2.4 million people
on old-age assistance could receive med-
ical care under the committee’s bill.

In the first year after enactment be-
fore all States have been able to adopt
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or extend such programs, an estimated
additional $60 million in Federal funds
would be expended for medical assist-
ance for the aged. Inaddition, increased
Federal funds for matching vendor med-
ical-care payments in respect to the 2.4
million old-age assistance recipients are
estimated at about $140 million. Thus
under both programs combined the cost
would be $200 million. I ask unanimous
consent to insert for the record a table
showing a State-by-State breakdown of
the estimated amount of Federal match-~
ing which would be provided for medical
care.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcogD,
as follows:

TasLe B.—Estimated annual 1st-year costs under proposed program of medical assistance for the aged and for additional maiching for
vendor medical care payments under old-age assistance

[All figures In thousands]
Medieal assistance | Additional OAA | Additional costs— Medieal assistance | Additional OAA | Additional costs—
for the aged ! vendor medical both programs for the aged ! vendor medical th programs
costs costs
Federal |Btate and| Federal [State and| Federal | State and Federal |State and| Federal [State and| Federal ]Etate and
cost |local cost| ecost |[local cost| ecost local cost cost |(local cost| ecost cost
United Btates..| $60,000 | $55,837 | $142,175 $3,873 | $202,175 :lg $4, ﬁlg Sig
a4 9 £ f vy i 4,189 545 T2 545
1 1 52 52 53 47 187 47
12 6 635 370 647 620 404 |- 620
27 7 08 oo , 335 4,870 1,362 4,879
750 750 18, 365 16,115 4 877 |- 4
361 314 3,627 3,088 13, 416 &, 919 13,416
8,318 3,318 1,039 4, 357 18 1, 897 18
Delaware a3 33 41 13 74 85 7738 | 85
Dhu'lct of Columbia._ 75 75 46 121 1,836 6,430 1,336
BISHIOBIC ol e emmres 206 199 8,354 3, 850 633 8, 609 633
GOOrgiB . cnecnacnien 14 5 4, 804 084 4,818 1, 550 1,064 1, 560
Hawaii___ | 43 43 28 71 2,451 3,001 2,451
34 17 673 707 806 896 485 | 806
5,911 5,911 38,905 9, 816 6 2 1,628 2
3,013 8,013 ol ] IR 807 8 3 419 180
98 57 3, 120 3,218 22 7 1,934 7
1,062 478 2,485 1oeeeeeo - 3, 537 7 50 6, 801 o6
15 4 2,795 2, 810 84 18 741 18
123 48 12,970 13, 093 43 22 206 22
156 83 ;o) SRR 887 503 206 331 266
822 B | it 1, 206 2 481 2,481 8,517 2, 481
4,751 4,751 5, 663 10, 414 4,751 % 28 567 28
| 1,778 1,778 4,405 6, 183 1, 2,980 2,478 2,770 2,478
2,612 1,848 3,043 6, 555 1, 53 652 238 52
Mississippl_ o coeeen 6 2 4,638 1,112 4, 644 1,114
1 Becanse of the newness of this program, it is extremely difficult to estimate exactly Nore.—Estimates wem not made for Gnnm, Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands,
which States will participate and to what extent, especially in the 1st year after which can participate in any additional expenditures for these juris-

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I shall defer
further discussion of the Finance Com-
mittee medical care for the aged at this
time so that I may point out some of
the other salient features of the pending
bill.

DISABILITY INSURANCE PROGRAM

This bill makes three major changes
in the disability benefit provisions of title
IT of the Social Security Act, as follows:

First. Eliminates the 50-year age re-
quirement so as to enable approximately
250,000 additional workers who are
totally and permanently disabled to
qualify for benefits.

Second. Strengthens the rehabilita-
tion aspects of the disability program by
providing a 12-month period of trial
work, during which benefits are con-
tinued for all disabled workers who at-
tempt to return to work, rather than
limiting this trial period to those under
the formal Federal-State vocational re-
habilitation plan as in existing law.

Third. Provides that people who be-
come disabled within 5 years after ter-

mination of one period of disability, will
not be required to serve another 6-month
“waiting period” before they are again
eligible to receive benefits.

EARNINGS LIMITATION

The Finance Committee added an
amendment to the House-passed bill
which will increase the earnings limita-
tion for social security benefits from
$1,200 to $1,800 per year.

I may state that the occupant of the
chair, the distinguished junior Senator
from North Carolina [Mr, JorpAN], was
one of the Senators who offered that
amendment some months ago.
REDUCTION OF RETIREMENT AGE FOR MEN TO 62

Under another Finance Committee
amendment men workers and dependent
husbands would be entitled to elect to
retire at age 62 with actuarially re-
duced bhenefits, in the same way that
women workers and wives can now make
such an election. Likewise, dependent
widowers and dependent fathers of de-
ceased workers would qualify for full

ese Programs;
dictions wounld probably he relatively small,

benefits at age 62 in the same manner
as widows and dependent mothers of
deceased workers now can qualify. Itis
estimated that approximately 1.8 mil-
lion men would be eligible to elect to
retire immediately and receive reduced
benefits if they so desire.

The cost of this plan will not be
greater than if the retirement occurred
at age 65, because they receive less funds
during that 3-year period.

BENEFITS FOR SURVIVORS OF WORKERS WHO

DIED BEFORE 1940

This bill provides for the payment of
benefits to survivors of a worker who
acquired six quarters of coverage and
died before 1940. Under the 1939
amendments survivors’ monthly benefits
were payable only to survivors of work-
ers who died after 1939. About 25,000
people—most of them widows aged 75
or over—would be made eligible for bene-
fits by this change. Benefits would be
payable only for months beginning after
the month of enactment.
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INCREASE IN CHILDREN'S BENEFITS

The benefits payable to the children
of deceased workers, which now can be
somewhat less than 75 percent of the
worker's benefit—depending on the num-
ber of children in the family—would be
75 percent for all children, subject to
the family maximum of $254 a month, or
80 percent of the worker’s average
monthly wage if less. About 400,000
children would get some increase as a
result of this amendment, effective for
benefits for the third month after the
month of enactment.

OTHER BENEFIT IMPROVEMENTS

Certain dependents and survivors of
insured workers would also benefit by
provisions included in the bill which—
effective with the month of enactment—
would first authorize benefits on the
basis of certain invalid ceremonial mar-
riages contracted in gopd faith; and
second, assure continuation of a child’s
right to a benefit based on the wage rec~
ord of his father, which is now voided if
a stepfather was living with and sup-
porting him at the time his father died,
or in a retirement or disability case, at
the time when the child applied for
benefit.

INCREASED COVERAGE

Another opportunity would be pro-
vided for an estimated 60,000 ministers
to be covered under the program.

If the States take advantage of the op-
portunity offered them, nearly 24 mil-
lion employees of State and local gov-
ernments could obtain coverage for cer-
tain past years on a retroactive basis.

The provision of the House bill cov-
ering American citizens employed in the
United States by foreign governments
was also approved, as was the House pro-
vision covering certain policemen and
firemen under retirement systems in my
State of Virginia.

Other approved provisions would fa-
cilitate coverage for some of the non-
covered people employed in positions
covered by State and local retirement
systems and for 100,000 noncovered em-
ployees of certain nonprofit organiza-
tions.

COVERAGE OF PHYSICIANS

The provisions in the House bill ex-
tending coverage to physicians have been
deleted because of lack of definitive in-
formation on whether a majority of doc-
tors wish to come under the program.

I have undertaken a poll of the phy-
sicians in Virginia to ascertain whether
they desire to come under this program.

INVESTMENT OF TRUST FUNDS

The bill would make certain changes
in the investment provisions relating to
the Federal old-age and survivors insur-
ance trust fund and Federal disability
insurance trust fund so as to make in-
terest earnings on the Government obli-
gations held by the trust funds more
nearly equivalent to the rate of return
being received by people who buy Gov-
ernment obligations in the open market.
The bill will relate the interest received
on future obligations issued exclusively
to the trust funds to the average market
vield of all marketable obligations of the
United States that are not due or call-
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able for four or more years from the time
at which the special obligations are
issued. Current actuarial cost estimates
indicate that this change would, over the
long range, provide additional income to
the trust funds equivalent to 0.02 percent
of payroll on a level-premium basis.

The bill substitutes for the present re-
quirement that the managing trustee
purchase marketable obligations unless
it is not in the public interest to do so,
a requirement that he purchase obliga-
tions issued exclusively to the trust funds
unless it is in the public interest to
purchase obligations in the open market.

The bill also provides that the board of
trustees as a whole shall have responsi-
bility for reviewing the general policies
followed in managing the trust funds
and that in keeping with its responsibil-
ities the trustees shall meet at least every
6 months.

AID TO THE BLIND

The committee adopted an amendment
to the House-passed bill to increase the
exemption of earned income allowed for
people receiving benefits under the aid-
to-the-blind State assistance program
from $50 a month, or $600 a year, to the
first $1,000 of earnings per year, plus
one-half of any additional earnings.
This exemption would be optional with
the States beginning with the calendar
quarter that starts after the date of
enactment, but would be compulsory
beginning on July 1, 1961.

Also approved was the House provi-
sion extending from June 30, 1961, to
June 30, 1964, the temporary legislation
which relates to the approval by the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare of certain State plans for aid to
the blind—mnamely, those of Pennsyl-
vania and Missouri.

MATERNAL AND CHILD WELFARE PROGRAMS

Both the House and Senate commit-
tee bills authorize increased annual ap-
propriations for the maternal and child
health service programs from $21.5 mil-
lion to $25 million and the services for
crippled children program from $20 mil-
lion to $25 million. The child welfare
program authorization was increased in
the House bill $17 million to $20 million,
and further increased by the Finance
Committee to $25 million, so as to assure
services to more counties by providing
for more child welfare workers and
equipping these workers through special
training to provide better services for
the mentally retarded children.

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

The committee approved the House
provision improving the operation of the
Federal unemployment account—the so-
called George-Reed loan fund—by
tightening the conditions pertaining to
eligibility for and repayment of ad-
vances to States with depleted reserve
accounts. In addition, the committee
adopted an amendment to increase the
amount authorized to be built up in this
loan fund from $200 million to $500
million.

The committee did not approve the
other proposed changes in the unem-
ployment compensation program be-
cause of the limited time afforded the
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committee to the consideration of the
bill as a whole and the need for further
study and hearings on some of the com-
plicated problems involved.

I shall not attempt to describe the
many other provisions of the bill which
will simplify and improve the operation
of the social security laws.

I repeat that I favor enactment of
this bill with the EKerr-Frear medical
care for the aged amendment approved
by a 12 to 4 record vote of the commit-
tee.

I ask unanimous consent that the com-
mittee amendments be adopted en bloc,
and the bill as so amended be open for
further amendments.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York will state it.

Mr. JAVITS. Do I correctly under-
stand that if the request shall be agreed
to, every part of the bill, including the
amendments which will have been
adopted, will be open to further amend-
ment?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator
is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Jor-
paN in the chair). That is the opinion
of the Chair.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may we
have action on the request of the Sena-
tor from Virginia?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the request is agreed to.

The amendments agreed to en bloc are
as follows:

At the top of page 2, to strike out:
“TABLE OF CONTENTS
“Title I—Coverage

“Sec. 101, Extension of time for ministers to
elect coverage.

“Sec. 102. State and local governmental em-
ployees.

“(a) Delegation by Governor
of certification func-
tions.

“(b) Employees transferred
from one retirement
ment system to an-
other.

“(c) Retroactive coverage.

“(d) Policemen and firemen.

“(e) Limitation on States’
liability for employer
(and employee) con-
tributions in certain
cases.

“(f) Btatute of limitations
for BState and local
coverage.

“(g) Municipal and county
hospitals.

“(h) Validation of coverage
for certain Mississippi
teachers.

“Sec. 103. Extension of the program to Guam
and American Samoa.
“Sec. 104. Doctors of medicine.

“Sec. 105, Service of parent for son or
daughter.

“Sec. 106. Employees of nonprofit organiza-
tions.

“Sec. 107. American citizen employees of
forelgn governments and inter-
national organizations.

“Sec. 108. Domestic service and casual labor.

“Title II—Eligibility for benefits

“Sec. 201. Children born or adopted after
onset of parent’s disability,
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*Sec. 202. Continued dependency of step-
child on natural father.

Payment of burial expenses.

Fully insured status.

Survivors of individuals who died
prior to 1940 and of certain
other individuals.

Crediting of quarters of coverage
for years before 1951.

Time needed to acquire status of
wife, child, or husband in cer-
tain cases.

Marriages subject to legal impedi-
ment.

Penalty deductions under foreign
work test.

Extension of filing period for hus-
band’s, widower's, or parent's
benefits in certain cases.

“Title III—Benefits amounts

“Sec. 301. Increase in insurance benefits of

children of deceased workers.

“Sec. 302, Maximum family benefits in cer-

tain cases.

“Sec, 303. Computation and recomputations

of primary insurance amounts,

“Sec. 304. Elimination of certain obsolete

recomputations.

“Title 1V—Disability insurance benefits and
the disability freeze

“Sec. 401. Elimination of requirement of at-
tainment of age fifty for disabil-
ity insurance benefits.

“Sec. 402, Elimination of the waiting period
for disability insurance benefits
in certain cases.

“Sec. 403. Period of trial work by disabled
individual.

“‘Sec. 404. Speclal insured status test in cer-
tain cases for disability pur-
poses.

“Title V—Employment security
“Part 1—Short Title
“Sec. 501. Short title.

“Part 2—Employment Security Administra-
tive Financing Amendments
“Sec. 521. Amendment of title IX of the So-
clal Security Act.

“Sec. 901. Employment se-
curity adminis-
tration account.

“Sec. 902. Transfers between
Federal unem-
ployment ac-
count and em-
ployment securi-
ty administration
account.

“Sec. 903. Amounts transfer-
red to State ac-
counts,

“Sec, 904, Unemployment
Trust Fund.

“Sec. 522. Amendment of title XII of the So-
clal Security Act.

“Sec. 1201, Advances to State
u n e mployment

“Sec. 203.
“Sec. 204.
“Sec. 206.

“Sec. 208.

“Sec. 207.

“Sec. 208.
“Sec. 209.

“Sec. 210.

funds.

“Sec. 1202. Repayment by
States of ad-
vances to State
u n e mployment
funds.

“"Sec. 1203. Advances to Fed-
eral unemploy-
ment account.

“Sec. 1204, Definition of Gov-
ernor.

“Sec. 523. Amendments to the Federal Un-

employment Tax Act.
“Sec. 524. Conforming amendments,
“Part 3—Extension of Coverage Under Un-
employment Compensation Program

“Sec. 531. Federal instrumentalities,

“Sec. 532. American alrcraft.

“‘Sec. 533. Feeder organizations, etc.
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“Sec. 534, Fraternal beneficlary societles,
agricultural organizations, vol-
untary employees’ beneficiary
assoclation, etc.

“Sec. 535. Effective date.

“Part 4—Extension of Federal State Unem-

ployment Compensation Program to Puerto
Rico

“Sec, 541. Extension of titles III, IX, and
XII of the Social Security Act.

“Sec. 542. Federal employees and ex-service-
men,

“Sec., 543. Extension of Federal Unemploy-
ment Tax Act.

“Title VI—Medical services for the aged
““Sec. 601. Establishment of program. (Title
XVI of the Soclal Security Act.)
“Sec. 1601. Appropriation.
“Sec. 1602. State plans.
“Sec. 1603. Payments.
“Sec. 1604. Operation of State
plans.
“Sec. 1605. Eligible Individ-
uals.
"Sec. 1606. Benefits.
“Sec. 1607. Benefit year.
. 602, Improvement of medical care for
old age assistance recipients,
603. Planning grants to States.
604. Technical amendment.

“Title VII—Miscellaneous

701. Investment of Trust Funds.

T02. SBurvival of actions.

703. Periods of limitation ending on
nonwork days.

704. Advisory Council on Soclal Se-
curity Financing.

7056. Medical care guides and reports
for public assistance and medi-
cal services for the aged.

. T08. Temporary extension of certaln
special provisions relating to
State plans for aid to the blind.

707. Maternal and child welfare. 3

708. Amendment preserving relation-
ship between railroad retire-
ment and old age, survivors, and
disability insurance,

““Sec. 709, Meaning of term ‘Secretary’.

And, in lieu thereof, to insert:

““TABLE OF CONTENTS
“Title I—Coverage

“Sec, 101, Extension of time for ministers to

elect coverage.

“Sec. 102. State and local governmental em-

ployees.

“(a) Delegation by Governor
of certification func-
tions.

“(b) Employees transferred
from one retirement
system to another.

“(e¢) Retroactive coverage.

“{d) Policemen and firemen.

“(e) Limitation on States’
liability for employer
(and employee) con-
tributions in certain

“Sec.
“Sec.

“Sec.
“Bec.
“Sec.

*BSec.

“Sec.

“Sec.
“Sec.

cases.
“(f) Btatute of limitations for
State and local cover-

age.

“(g) Municipal and county
hospitals.

“{h) Validation of coverage for
certain Mississippi
teachers.

“{1) Justices of the peace and
constables in the State
of Nebraska.

“(J) Teachers in the State of
Maine.

“Sec. 103. Employees of nonprofit organiza-
tions.

“Sec. 104. American citizen employees of for-
eign governments.

“Sec. 106. Domestic service and casual labor,
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“Title II—Eligibility jor benefils

“Sec. 201, Children born or adopted after
onset of parent’s disability.

202. Continued dependency of stepchild
on natural father.

203. Payment of burial expenses.

204, Technical amendments with re-
spect to fully insured status.

205. Survivors of individuals who died
prior to 1940 and of certain other
individuals.

206. Crediting of quarters of coverage
for years before 1851.

207. Marriages subject to legal impedi-
ment.

208. Penalty deductions under foreign
work test.

209. Extension of filing period for hus-
band's, widower's, or parent's
benefits in certain cases.

210. Actuarially reduced benefits for
men at age 62.

211. To increase the earned income
limitation,

“Title IIl—Benefit amounts

301. Increase in insurance benefits of
children of deceased workers.

302, Maximum family benefits in cer-
tain cases.

303. Computations and recomputations
of primary insurance amounts.

304. Elimination of certain obsolete re-
computations.

“Title IV—Disability insurance benefits and
the disability freeze

“Sec. 401, Elimination of requirement of at-
tainment of age fifty for disabil-
ity insurance benefits.

“Sec. 402, Elimination of the waiting perlod
for disability insurance benefits
in certain cases.

“Sec, 403. Period of trial work by disabled in-
dividual,

“Sec. 404. Speclal insured status test in cer-
tain cases for disablility purposes.

“Title V—Employment security

“Sec. 501. Amendments to title IX of the So-
cial Security Act.

“Sec. 502. Amendment of title XII of the So-
cial Security Act.

“Sec.1201. Advances to State
unemploy men

“Sec.

“See.
‘Beec.

“Sec.

“Sec.
“Sec.
“Sec.

“Sec.

“Sec.

“Sec.

“Sec.
“Sec.
“Sec.
“Sec.

funds.
“Sec. 1202. Repayment by
States of ad-

vances to State
unemploy me n £
funds.

“Sec. 1203. Advances to Fed-
eral unemploy-
ment account.

“Sec. 1204. Definitlon of Gov-
ernor.

“Sec. 503. Amendments to the Federal Unem-
ployment Tax Act.
“Sec. 504. Conforming amendment.

“Title VI—Medical services for the aged

“Sec, 601. Amendments to title I of the So-
cial Security Act.

“Sec. 602. Increase in Limitations on Assist-
ance Payment to Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, and Guam.

“Sec. 603. Technical amendment.

“Sec. 604. Effective dates.

“Title VII—Miscellaneous

“Sec. 701. Investment of Trust Funds.

“Sec. T02. SBurvival of actions.

“Sec. T03. Periods of limitation ending on
nonwork days.

“Sec. 704. Advisory Council on Social Secu-

rity Financing.

“Sec. 705. Medical care guides and reports for
public assistance and medical
services for the aged.

“Sec. T06. Temporary extension of certain
speclal provisions relating to
State plans for ald to the blind.
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“Sec. 707. Maternal and child welfare.

“Sec. 708. Amendment preserving relation-
ship between rallroad retirement
and old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance.

“Sec. 709. Meaning of term ‘Secretary’.

“Sec, 710. Aid to the blind.”

On page 6, line 16, after the word “be”, to
strike out “irrevocable.” " and insert “hrre-
vocable."; at the top of page 7, to insert:

“(B) Notwithstanding the first sentence
of subparagraph (A), if an individual filed a
certificate on or before the date of enact-
ment of this subparagraph which (but for
this subparagraph) is effective only for the
first taxable year ending after 1966 and all
succeeding taxable years, such certificate
ghall be eflective for his first taxable year
ending after 19556 and all succeeding taxable
years if—

“(1) such individual files a supplemental
certificate after the date of enactment of this
subparagraph and on or before April 15, 1962,

“(il) the tax under section 1401 in respect
of all such individual's self-employment in-
come (except for underpayments of tax
attributable to errors made in good faith),
for his first taxable year ending after 1956
is paid on or before April 15, 1962, and

“(ii1) in any case where refund has been
made of any such tax which (but for this
subparagraph) is an overpayment, the
amount refunded (including any interest
paid under section 6611) is repaid on or be-
fore April 15, 1962. The provisions of sec-
tion 6401 shall not apply to any payment
or repayment described in this subpara-
graph.”

On page 10, line 12, after “1402 (e)", to
insert “(3) (B) or”; in line 18, after “1042
(e)", to insert “(3) (B) or"; on page 11,
line 12, after “1402 (e)", to insert “(3) (B)
or”; on page 17, line 3, after the word
“hefore”, to strike out “the first day of the
year following the year in which this para-
graph is enacted, or before the first day of"”
and insert “January 1, 1957, or before Janu-
ary of the third year preceding”; on page 29,
after line 4, to insert:

' JUSTICES OF THE PEACE AND CONSTABLES IN THE

STATE OF NEBRASEA

“(1) Notwithstanding any provision of sec-
tion 218 of the Social Security Act, the
agreement with the State of Nebraska en-
tered into pursuant to such section may, at
the optlon of such State, be modified &0 as
to exclude services performed within such
State by individuals as justices of the peace
or constables, if such individuals are com-
pensated for such services on a fee basis.
Any modification of such agreement pursuant
to this subsection shall be effective with

to services performed after an effec-
tive date specified in such modification, ex-
cept that such date shall not be earlier
than the date of enactment of this Act.”

After line 17, to insert:

““TEACHERS IN THE STATE OF MAINE

*(]) BSectlon 316 of the Social Security
Amendments of 1958 is amended by striking
out ‘July 1, 1860 and inserting in leu
thereof ‘July 1, 1961'.""

After line 21, to strike out:

“EXTENSION OF THE PROGRAM TO GUAM AND
AMERICAN SAMOA

“Sec 103, (a) (1) (A) The next to the last
sentence of section 202(1) of the Soclal
Security Act is amended by striking out
‘Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Islands’ and in-
serting in lleu thereof ‘the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam,
or American Samoa’,

“(B) The last sentence of such section
202(1) 1s amended by striking out ‘and of
such States, or the District of Columbia’' and
inserting In lleu thereof ‘any State’.
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“(2) Sectlon 101(d) of the Soclal Securlty
Act Amendments of 1850 and section 5(e)
(2) of the Soclal Security Act Amendments
of 1052 are each amended by striking out
‘Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Islands’ and in-
serting in lleu thereof ‘the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, the Virgln Islands, Guam,
or American Samoa’.

“(b) Section 208(k) of the Soclal Security
Act is amended by striking out ‘Puerto Rico,
or the Virgin Islands’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, Guam, or American
Samoa’, and by striking out ‘Puerto Rico and
the Virgin Islands' and inserting in lleu
thereof ‘the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American
Samoa’.

“(e) Section 210(a)(7) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

“*(7) Service performed in the employ of
a State, or any political subdivision thereof,
or any instrumentality of any one or more
of the foregoing which is wholly owned
thereby, except that this paragraph shall not
apply in the case of—

“*‘(A) service included under an agree-
ment under sectlon 218,

“*‘(B) service which, under subsection
(k), constitutes covered transportation serv-
ice, or

“*(C) service in the employ of the Govern-
ment of Guam or the Government of Ameri-
can Samoa or any political subdivision there-
of, or of any instrumentality of any one or
more of the foregoing which is wholly owned
thereby, performed by an officer or em-
polyee thereof (including a member of the
legislature of any such Government or polit-
ical subdivision), and, for purposes of this
title—

“*(1) any person whose service as such an
officer or employee is not covered by a retire-
ment system established by a law of the
United States shall not, with respect to such
service, be regarded as an officer or employee
of the United States or any agency or instru-
mentality thereof, and

“*(11) the remuneration for service de-
scribed in clause (1) (including fees pald
to a public official) shall be deemred to have
been pald by the Government of Guam or
the Government of American Samoa or by a
political subdivision thereof or an instru-
mentality of any one or more of the fore-
golng which is wholly owned thereby, which-
ever is appropriate;’.

“(d) Section 210(a) of such Act s fur-
ther amended—

“(1) by striking out ‘or' at the end of
paragraph (186),

“{2) by striking out the perlod at the end
of paragraph (17) and inserting in lieu
thereof a semicolon, and

“(8) by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“4(18) Service performed in Guam by a
resident of the Republie of the Philippines
while in Guam on a temporary basis as a
nonimmigrant allen admitted to Guam pur-
suant to section 101(a) (16) (H) (ii) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.8.C.
1101(a) (15) (H) (i1) ); or’.

“(e) Bectlion 210(h) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

“‘State

“‘(h) The term “State” includes the Dis~
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and
American Samoa.’

“(f) Section 210(1) of
amended to read as follows:

“ ‘United States

“‘(1) The term “United BStates” when
used in a geographical sense means the
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-
lands, Guam, and American Samoa.’

such Act 1is

August 20

“(g) (1) Bection 211(a) of such Act is
amended by striking out the period at the
end of paragraph (7) and inserting in lHeu
thereof *; and’, and by inserting after para-
graph (7) the following new paragraph:

“*(8) The term *“possession of the United
States” as used In sections 931 (relating to
income from sources within possessions of
the United States) and 932 (relating to citi-
zens of possessions of the United States) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 shall be
deemed not to include the Virgin Islands,
Guam, or American Samoa.’

“(2) Clauses (v) and (vi) in the last sen-
tence of section 211(a) of such Act are each
amended by striking out ‘paragraphs (1)
through (6)’ and inserting in lieu thereof
'%amgraphs (1) through (6) and paragraph
(8)’

“(h) Bectlon 211(b) of such Act is
amended by striking out the last two sen-
tences and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

“‘An individual who is not a citizen of the
United States but who is a resident of the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, Guam, or American Samoa shall not,
for the purposes of this subsection, be con-
sidered to be a nonresident allen individual.’

“(1) Section 218(b)(1) of such Act is
amended by inserting ‘, Guam, or American
Samoa’ immediately before the period at the
end thereof.

‘{g& (1) Sectlon 219 of such Act 1s re-

aled.

“(2) (A) Section 210(j) of such Act is re-
pealed.

“(B) Subsections (k) through (o) of sec-
tion 210 of such Act are redesignated as sub-
sections (j) through (n), respectively.

“(C) Sections 202(1), 215(h), (1), and
217(e) (1), and the last paragraph of section
209, are each amended by striking out ‘sec-
tion 210(m) (1)’ and inserting in lieu there-
of ‘section 210(1) (1)".

“(D) Bection 202(t)(4)(D) of such Act
is amended—

“(1) by striking out ‘section 210(m)(2)",
‘section 210(m) (8)’, and ‘section 210(m) (2)
and (3)" and 1 in lieu thereof ‘sec-
tion 210(1) (2)", *section 210 (1) (3)’, and ‘sec-
tion 210(1) (2) and (38)', respectively; and

“(i1) by striking out ‘section 210(n)’ each
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
‘section 210(m)".

“(E) Section 205(p)(1) of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘subsection (m) (1)*
?n;:i inserting in lieu thereof ‘subsection (1)

1)%

“(F) Section 209(J) of such Act is amended
by striking out ‘section 210(k)(3) (C)' and
l(zg)efting in leu thereof ‘section 210(j) (3)

“(G)Section 218(c) (6) (C) of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘section 210(1)’ and

in lieu thereof ‘section 210(k)’,

“(8) BSection 211(a)(8) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

**(6) A resident of the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico shall compute his net earnings
from self employment in the same manner
as a citizen of the United States but without
regard to the provisions of section 933 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954;".

“(k) (1) Section 1402(a) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1864 (relating to definition
of net earnings from self-employment) is
amended by striking out the period at the
end of paragraph (8) and inserting in lieu
thereof ; and’, and by inserting after para-
graph (8) the following new paragraph:

“‘(9) the termn *possession of the United
States” as used in sections 931 (relating to
income from sources within ons of
the United States) and 932 (relating to clti-
zens of ons of the United States)
shall be deemed not to include the Virgin
Islands, Guam, or American Samoa.'
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“(2) Clauses (v) and (vi) in the last sen-

tence of such section 1402(a) are each
amended by striking out ‘paragraphs (1)
through (7)' and inserting in lieu thereof
‘paragraphs (1) through (7) and paragraph
8)",
3 “{1) The last sentence of section 1402(h)
of such Code (relating to definition of self-
employment income) is amended by striking
out ‘the Virgin Islands or a resident of Puerto
Rico’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
Guam, or American Samoa’.

“(m) Section 1403(b)(2) of such Code
(relating to cross references) is amended by
inserting ‘, Guam, American Samoa, after
‘Virgin Islands’.

“(n) Section 8121(b) (T) of such Code (re-
lating to definition of employment) is
amended to read as follows:

*“1(7) service performed in the employ of a
State or any political subdivision thereof, or
any instrumentality of any one or more of
the foregoing which is wholly owned thereby,
except that this paragraph shall not apply
in the case of—

“‘(A) service which, under subsection (j),
constitutes covered transportation service, or

“4(B) service in the employ of the Govern-
ment of Guam or the Government of Amer-
ican Samoa or any political subdivision
thereof, or of any instrumentality of any
one or more of the foregoing which is wholly
owned thereby, performed by an officer or
employee thereof (including a member of the
legislature of any such Government or polit-
ical subdivision), and, for purposes of this
title with respect to the taxes imposed by
this chapter—

“*(1) any person whose service as such an
officer or employee is not covered by a retire-
ment system established by a law of the
United States shall not, with respect to such
service, be regarded as an employee of the
United States or any agency or instrumen-
tality thereof, and ’

“ ‘(i) the remuneration for service de-
scribed in elause (1) (including fees paid
to a public official) shall be deemed to have
been paid by the Government of Guam or
the Government of American Samoa or by
a political subdivision thereof or an instru-
mentality of any one or more of the fore-
going which i1s wholly owned thereby, which-
ever is appropriate;’.

“(0) Sectlon 3121(b) of such Code is fur-
ther amended—

“(1) by striking out ‘or' at the end of
paragraph (16),

“(2) by striking out the period at the
end of paragraph (17) and inserting in lieu
thereof a semicolon, and

“(8) by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“1(18) service performed in Guam by a
resident of the Republic of the Philippines
while in Guam on a temporary basis as a
nonimmigrant alien admitted to Guam pur-
suant to section 101(a)(15) (H)(ii) of the
Immigration and Natlonality Act (8 U.S.C.
1101(a) (15) (H) (ii) ); or'.

“(p) Section 3121(c) of such Code (re-
lating to definition of State, United States,
and citizen) is amended to read as follows:

"“!(e) STATE, UNITED STATES, AND CITIZEN.—
For purposes of this chapter.

“*(1) BraTE—The term “State” includes
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam,
and American Samoa.

“4(2) UniTED STATES—The term “United
States” when used in a geographical sense
includes the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
;he Virgin Islands, Guam, and American

A4Inoa.

An individual who is a citizen of the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico (but not other-
wise a citizen of the United States) shall
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be considered, for purposes of this section,
es a citizen of the United States.

“{g) (1) Subchapter C of chapter 21 of
such Code (general provisions relating to tax
under Federal Insurance Contributions Act)
is amended by redesignating section 3125 as
section 3126, and by inserting after section
3124 the following new section:

**SEc.3125. RETURNS IN THE CASE OoF Gov-
ERNMENTAL EMPLOYEES IN
GUAM AND AMERICAN SAMOA.

* ‘(a) Guam.—The return and payment of
the taxes imposed by this chapter on the
income of individuals who are officers or
employees of the Government of Guam or
any political subdivision thereof or of any
instrumentality of any one or more of the
foregoing which is wholly owned thereby,
and those imposed on such Government or
political subdivision or instrumentality with
respect to having such individuals in its
employ, may be made by the Governor of
Guam or by such agents as he may designate.
The person making such return may, for
convenience of administration, make pay-
ments of the tax imposed under section 3111
with respect to the service of such individ-
uals without regard to the $4,800 limitation
in gection 3121(a) (1).

“4(b) AMERICAN Samoa—The return and
payment of the taxes imposed by this chap-
ter on the income of individuals who are
officers or employees of the Government of
American Samoa or any political subdivision
thereof or of any instrumentality of any one
or more of the foregoing which is wholly
owned thereby, and those imposed on such
Government or political subdivision or in-
strumentality with respect to having such
individuals in its employ, may be made by
the Governor of American Samoa or by such
agents as he may designate. The person
making such return may, for convenience of
administration, make payments of the tax
imposed under section 3111 with respect to
the service of such individuals without re-
gard to the $4,800 limitation in section 3121
(a) (1)

“(2) The table of sections for such sub-
chapter C is amended by striking out
*‘Seec. 3125. Short title.’
and inserting in lieu thereof:

“‘Sec. 3125. Returns in the case of govern-
mental employees in Guam
and American Samoa,

‘“‘Sec. 3126. Short title.

“(r) (1) Section 6205(a) of such Code (re-
lating to adjustment of tax) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“*(3) GUAM OR AMERICAN SAMOA AS EM-
PLOYER.—For purposes of this subsection, in
the case of remuneration received during any
calendar year from the Government of Guam,
the Government of American Samoa, & po-

litical subdivision of either, or any instru-,

mentality of any one or more of the fore-
going which is wholly owned thereby, the
Governor of Guam, the Governor of Ameri-
can Samoa, and each agent designated by
either who makes a return pursuant to sec-
tion 3125 shall be deemed a separate em-
ployer.’

“(2) SBection 6413 (a) of such Code (relating
to adjustment of tax) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“*4(3) GUAM OR AMERICAN SAMOA AS EM-
PLOYER.—For purposes of this subsection, in
the case of remuneration received during
any calendar year from the Government of
Guam, the Government of American Samoa,
a political subdivision of either, or any in-
strumentality of any one or more of the
foregoing which is wholly owned thereby, the
Governor of Guam, the Governor of Ameri-
can Samoa, and each agent designated by
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either who makes a return pursuant to sec-
tion 3125 shall be deemed a separate em-
ployer.’

*“(3) Section 6413(c) (2) of such Code (re-
lating to applicability of special rules to
certain employment taxes) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subparagraphs:

“{D) GOVERNMENTAL EMPLOYEES IN
cuvaM.—In the case of remuneration received
from the Government of Guam or any po-
litieal subdivision thereof or from any in-
strumentality of any one or more of the
foregoing which is wholly owned thereby,
during any calendar year, the Governor
of Guam and each agent designated by him
who makes a return pursuant to section 3125
(a) shall, for purposes of this subsection, be
deemed a separate employer.

“‘(E) GOVERNMENTAL EMFLOYEES IN AMER-
ICAN saMoOA.—In the case of remuneration re-
ceived from the Government of American
Samoa or any political subdivision thereof
or from any instrumentality of any one or
more of the foregoing which is wholly owned
thereby, during any calendar year, the Gov-
ernor of American Samoa and each agent
designated by him who makes a return pur-
suant to section 3125(b) shall, for purposes
of this subsection, be deemed a separate
employer.’

“(4) The heading of such section 6413(c)
(2) is amended by striking out ‘AND EM-
PLOYEES OF CERTAIN FOREIGN CORPORATIONS'
and inserting in lieu thereof *, EMPLOYEES OF
CERTAIN FOREIGN CORPORATIONS, AND GOVERN-
MENTAL EMPLOYEES IN GUAM AND AMERICAN
SAMOA."

“(s) Section 7213 of such Code (relating
to unauthorized disclosure of information)
is amended by redesignating subsection (d)
as subsection (e) and by inserting after sub-
sectlon (c¢) the following new subsection:

“f(d) DisCLOSURES BY CERTAIN DELEGATES
OF SECRETARY.—AIl provisions of law relat-
ing to the disclosure of information, and all
provisions of law relating to penalties for
unauthorized disclosure of information,
which are applicable in respect of any func-
tion under this title when performed by
an officer or employee of the Treasury De-
partment are likewise applicable in respect
of such function when performed by any
person who is a “delegate” within the mean-
ing of section 7701(a) (12) (B).!

“{t) Section T701(a)(12) of such Code
(relating to definition of delegate) is
amended to read as follows:

“*(12) DELEGATE.—

'“!*(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘Secretary or
his delegate’ means the Secretary of the
Treasury, or any officer, employee, or agency
of the Treasury Department duly authorized
by the Secretary (directly, or indirectly by
one or more redelegations of authority) to
perform the function mentioned or de-
scribed in the context, and the term “or his
delegate” when used in connection with any
other official of the United States shall be
similarly construed.

“‘(B) PERFORMANCE OF CERTAIN FUNCTIONS
IN GUAM OR AMERICAN sSAMOA.—The term
“delegate”, in relation to the performance
of functions in Guam or American Samoa
with respect to the taxes imposed by chap-
ters 2 and 21, also includes any officer or
employee of any other department or agency
of the United States, or of any possession
thereof, duly authorized by the Secretary
(directly, or indirectly by one or more re-
delegations of authority) to perform such
functions.’

“(u) Section 30 of the Organic Act of
Guam (48 US.C., sec. 1421h) is amended by
inserting before the period at the end
thereof the following: ‘; except that nothing
in this Act shall be construed to apply to
any tax imposed by chapter 2 or 21 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954."
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“(v) (1) The amendments made by sub-
section (a) shall apply only with respect to
reinterments after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. The amendments made
by subsections (b), (c¢), and (f) shall apply
only with respect to service performed after
1960; except that insofar as the carrying on
of a trade or business (other than perform-
ance of service as an employee) is concerned,
such amendments shall apply only in the case
of taxable years beginning after 1960.
The amendments made by subsections
(d), (1), (o), and (p) shall apply only with
respect to service performed after 1060.
The amendments made by subsections (h)
and (1) shall apply only in the case of tax-
able years be after 1960. The
amendments made by subsections (¢), (n),
(q), and (r) shall apply only with respect
to (1) service in the employ of the Govern-
ment of Guam or any political subdivision
thereof, or any instrumentality of any one
or more of the foregoing wholly owned
t.hmby which is performed after 1960 and
after the calendar quarter in which the Sec-
retary of the Treasury receives a certifica-
tion by the Governor of Guam that legisla-
tion has been enacted by the Government
of Guam expressing its desire to have the
insurance system established by title II of
the Soclal Security Act extended to the of-
ficers and employees of such CGovernment
and such political subdivisions and instru-
mentalities, and (2) service in the em-
ploy of the Government of American Samoa
or any political subdivision thereof, or any
instrumentality of any one or more of the
foregoing wholly owned thereby, which is
performed after 1960 and after the calendar
quarter in which the Secretary of the Treas-
ury receives a certification by the Governor
of American Samoa that the Government of
American Samoa desires to have the insur-
ance system established by such title II ex-
tended to the officers and employees of such
Government and such political subdivisions
and Instrumentalities. The amendments
made by subsections (g) and (k) shall apply
only in the case of taxable years beginning
after 1960, except that, insofar as they in-
volve the nonapplication of section 932 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to the
Virgin Islands for purposes of chapter 2 of
such Code and section 211 of the Social Se-
curity Act, such amendments shall be effec-
tive in the case of all taxable years with re-
spect to which such chapter 2 (and corre-
sponding provisions of prior law) and such
section 211 are applicable. The amend-
ments made by subsections (j), (s), and (t)
shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act; and there are authorized
to be appropriated such sums as may be
necessary for the performance by any officer
or employee of functions delegated to him
by the Secretary of the Treasury in accord-
ance with the amendment made by such
subsection (t).

“(2) The amendments made by subsec-
tlons (¢) and (n) shall have application only
as expressly provided therein, and determi-
nations as to whether an officer or employee
of the Government of Guam or the Govern-
ment of American Samoa or any political
subdivision thereof, or of any Instrumental-
ity of any one or more of the foregoing which
is wholly owned thereby, is an employee of
the United Btates or any agency or instru-
mentality thereof within the meaning of
any provision of law not affected by such
amendments, shall be made without any in-
ferences drawn from such amendments.

“(3) The repeal (by subsection (j) (1)) of
section 219 of the Bocial Becurity Act, and
the ellmination (by subsections (c), (I).
(h), (§)(2), and (J) (3)) of other provisions
of such Act making reference to such sec-
tion 219, shall not be construed as changing
or otherwise affectlng the effectlve date
specified in such section for the extension
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to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rlco of the
insurance system under title IT of such Act,
the manner or consequences of such exten-
sion, or the status of any individual with re-
spect to whom the provislons so eliminated
are applicable.

“Doctors of Medicine

“Sec. 104. (a) (1) Section 211(c)(5) of the
Social Security Act Is amended to read as
follows:

“‘(56) The performance of service by an
individual in the exercise of his profession
as a Christian Belence practitioner.

“(2) Section 211(c) of such Act is further
amended by striking out the last two sen-
tences and Inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“*The provisions of paragraph (4) or (5)
shall not apply to service (other than service
performed by & member of & rellgious order
who has taken a vow of poverty as a member
of such order) performed by an individual
during the period for which a certificate
filed by him under section 1402(e) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is in effect.’

“(b) Sectlon 210(a)(6)(C)(lv) of such
Act is amended by striking out all that fol-
lows ‘1947 and inserting in lieu thereof *(re-
lating to certain student employees of hos-
pitals of the Federal Government; 5 U.B.C.
10562), other than as a medical or dental
intern or a medical or dental resident in
training;’.

“(c) Section 210(a)(18) of such Act is
amended by striking out all that follows the
first semicolon.

“(d) (1) Section 1402(c) (6) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 (realting to definition
of trade or business) is amended to read as
follows:

*“*(6) the performance of service by an
individual in the exercise of his profession as
& Christian Science practitioner.”

“(2) Section 1402(c) of such Code is fur-
ther amended by striking out the last two
sentences and Inserting in lleu thereof the
following:

“*The provisions of paragraph (4) or (5)
shall not apply to service (other than service
performed by & member of & religlous order
who has taken a vow of poverty as a member
of such order) performed by an individual
during the period for which a certificate filed
by him under subsection (e) is in effect.”

“(e) (1) Section 1402(e) (1) of such Code
(relating to filing of walver certificate by
ministers, members of religious orders, and
Christian Sclence practitioners) 1s amend-
ed by striking out ‘extended to service' and
all that follows and inserting in lieu thereof
‘extended to service described in subsection
(c) (4) or (¢)(5) performed by him.’

“(2) Clause (A) of section 1402(e)(2) of
such Code (relating to time for filing waiver
certificate) 1s amended to read as follows:
‘(A) the due date of the return (including
any extension thereof) for his second taxable
year ending after 1954 for which he has net
earnings from egelf-employment (computed
without regard to subsections (c) (4) and (c¢)
(5) ) of 8400 or more, any part of which was
derived from the performance of service de-
scribed in subsection (c)(4) or (c)(5); or'.

“(f) Section 3121(b)(6)(C)(iv) of such
Code (relating to definition of employment)
is amended by striking out all that follows
‘1947 and inserting in lleu thereof ‘(relat-
ing to certain student employees of hospitals
of the Federal Government; 56 U.8.C. 1052),
other than as a medical or dental intern or a
medical or dental resident in training.”

“(g) Section 3121(b) (13) of such Code is
amended by striking out all that follows
the first semicolon.

“(h) The amendments made by subsec-
tions (a), (d), and (e) shall apply only with
respect to taxable years ending on or after
December 81, 18960, The amendments made
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by subsections (b), (e), (f), and (g) shall
apply only with respect to services performed
after 1960.

“Service of Parent for Son or Daughter

“Sec. 105. (a) Bectlon 210(a)(3) of the
Social Security Act is amended to read as
follows:

“‘(3) (A) Bervice performed by an Iindi-
vidual in the employ of his spouse, and serv-
ice performed by a child under the age of
twenty-one in the employ of his father or
mother;

“‘(B) Service not in the course of the
employer's trade or business, or domestic
service In a private home of the employer,
performed by an individual in the employ
of his son or daughter;’.

“(b) Section 3121(b)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to definition
of employment) is amended to read as
follows:

“*(3) (A) service performed by an indi-
vidual in the employ of his spouse, and serv-
ice performed by a child under the age of
21 in the employ of his father or mother;

“*(B) service not in the course of the
employer’s trade or business, or domestic
service in a private home of the employer,
performed by an individual in the employ
of his son or daughter;”’.

“(c) The amendments made by subsec-
tlons (a) and (b) shall apply only with re-
spect to services performed after 1960.”

On page 51, at the beginning of line 18, to
change the section number from “106" to
“103"; on page 58, after line 18, to strike out:

“(d) (1) Section 8121(h) of such Code (re-
lating to definition of American employer)
is amended by striking out ‘or’ at the end of
paragraph (4), by striking out the period st
the end of parngmph (6) and
Heu thereof ‘, or’, and by adding at the and
thereof the tollowing new paragraph:

“¢(6) a labor organization created or or-
ganized in the Canal Zone, if such organiza-
tion is chartered by a labor organization
(described in sectlon 501(c) (6) and exempt
from tax under section 501(a)) created or

ized in the United Btates.’

“(2) Sectlon 210(e) of the Soclal Securlty
Act 1s amended by striking out ‘or (6)' and
inserting In lleu thereof ‘(6)’, and by insert-
ing before the perlod at the end thereof the
following: *, or (7) a labor organization cre-
ated or organized in the Canal Zone, if such
organization is chartered by & labor organi-
zation (described in section B501(e) (6) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 and exempt
from tax under section 501(a) of such Code)
created or organized in the United States’.

“(3) For purposes of title II of the Social
Security Act, f—

“(A) a citizen of the United States 1s pald
remuneration for service performed after
1954 and before 1961 as an employee of an
American employer (as defined in section
210(e) (T) of such Act);

“(B) amounts are pald, as taxes Imposed
by sections 8101 and 3111 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1951, with respect to any
part of the remuneration paid in any calen-
dar quarter to such individual for such serv-
ice and part of such amounts have been paid
before the date of the enactment of this
Act; and

“(C) no claim for credit or refund of such
amounts pald with respect to such calendar
quarter (other than a claim which would be
allowed if such services constituted employ-
ment for purposes of chapter 21 of such
Code) is flled prior to the expiration of the
period prescribed in section 6511 for filing
claim for credlt or refund.
then the remuneration paid in such calen-
dar quarter with respect to which such
amounts are timely pald shall be deemed
to constitute remuneration for employment.”

On page 60, at the beginning of line 10, to
strike out “(c) " and insert “(d)”; after line
13, to strike out:
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*“(2) The amendments made by para-
graphs (1) and (2) of subsection (d) shall
be effective with respect to service per-
formed after December 31, 1960.”

At the beginning of line 17, to strike out
“(8)" and insert “(2)"; in line 20, after the
word “subsections”, to strike out “(b), (e),
and (d)” and insert “(b) and (c)"; on page
61, in the heading, in llne 2, to strike out
“AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS”; at the
beginning of line 3, to change the section
number from “107” to “104"; at the begin-
ning of line 12, to strike out *(11),” and in-
sert “(11) or"; in the same line, after “*(12)”,
to strike out the comma and “or (15)"; on
page 62, at the of line 1, to strike
out “(11),” and insert “(11) or"; in the same
line, after “(12)”, to strike out "or (15)";
after line 13, to strike out:

“Sec. 108. (a) Paragraphs (2) and (3) of
section 209(g) of the Social Security Act
are each amended by striking out “$50" and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘$25'.”

At the beginning of line 17, to strike out
“(b)” and insert “Sec. 105. (a)"; in line 18,
after the word “paragraph”, to strike out
““(18) (added by section 103 of this Act)”
and insert "(17)"; at the beginning of line
20, to strike out *“(19)” and insert *“(18)”;
after line 23, to strike out:

“(e) Subparagraphs (B) and (C) of section
3121(a) (7) of the Internal Revenue Code of
19564 (relating to definition of wages) are
each amended by striking out ‘$50’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘$25' .

On page 63, at the beginning of line 3, to
strike out “(d)” and insert “(b)"; in line 5,
after the word “paragraph”, to strike out
"(18) (added by section 103 of this Act)”
and insert *(17)"; at the beglnning of line 7,
to strike out “(19)" an insert “(18)"; at the
beginning of line 11, to strike out “(e)" and
insert “(c)"; in the same line, after the
amendment just above stated, to strike out
“The amendments made by subsections (a)
and (c) shall apply only with respect to
remuneration pald after 1960."”; in line 13,
after the word “subsections”, to strike out
“(b) and (d)” and insert “(a) and (b)"; on
page 64, line 12, after the word “he”, to In-
sert “(A)"”; In line 14, after the word “or",
to imsert “(B)"; in line 18, after the word
“benefits”, to insert a comma and “but only
if (i) proceedings for such adoption of the
child had been instituted by such individual
in or before the month in which began the
period of disability of such individual which
still exlsts at the time of such adoption or
(ii) such adopted child was living with such
individual in such month.”; at the top of
page 68, in the heading, to Insert “TEcHNICAL
AMENDMENTS WITH RESPECT TO"; in line 9,
after the word “each”, to strike out ‘“four”
and insert “two”; on page 69, line 2, after
the word “of”, where it appears the first time,
to strike out “four™ and insert “two’”; in line
3, after the word "of”, to strike out “four"
and insert “two”, on page 74, after line 21,
to strike out:

“TIME NEEDED TO ACQUIRE STATUS OF WIFE,
CHILD, OR HUSBAND IN CERTAIN CASES

“Bec. 207. (a) Bectlon 216(b) of the Social
Becurity Act is amended by striking out ‘not
less than three years immediately preceding
the day on which her application is filed’ and
inserting in lleu thereof ‘not less than one
year immediately preceding the day on
which her application is filed’.

“(b) The first sentence of section 216 (e)
of such Act is amended to read as follows:
‘The term “child” means (1) the child or
legally adopted child of an individual, and
(2) a stepchild who has been such step-
child for not less than one year immediately
preceding the day on which application for
child's insurance henefits is filed or (if the
insured individual 1s deceased) the day on
which such individual died.

“{c) Bection 216(f) of such Act is amended
by striking out ‘not less than three years
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immediately preceding the day on which his
application is filed' and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘not less than one year immediately
preceding the day on which his application
is filed".

“(d) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall apply only with respect to month-
1y benefits under section 202 of the Social Se-
curlty Act for months beginning with the
month in which this Act is enacted on the
basis of applications filed in or after such
month.”

On page 75, at the beginning of line 23, to
change the section number from “208” to
““207"; on page 81, at the beginning of line
8, to change the section number from “209"
to *“208"; at the beginning of line 18, to
change the section number from “210" to
“209”; on page 82, after line 18, to insert:

“ACTUARIALLY REDUCED BENEFITS FOR MEN AT
AGE 62

“Skc. 210. (a) Section 216(a) of the Social
Becurity Act is amended to read as follows:

“‘Retirement age
“‘(a) The term “retirement age” means
age sixty-two’.
*“(b) Subsections (q), (r), and (s) of sec-
tion 202 of such Act are amended to read as
follows:

“‘Adjustment of old-age, wife’s, and hus-
band’'s insurance benefit amounts in ac-
cordance with age of beneficiary
“*(q) (1) The old-age insurance benefit of

any individual for any month prior to the

month in which such individual attains the
age of sixty-five shall be reduced by—

“'(A) five-ninths of 1 per centum, multi-
plied by

“‘(B) the number equal to the number
of months in the period beginning with the
first day of the first month for which such
individual is entitled to an old-age insur-
ance benefit and ending with the last day
of the month before the month in which
such individual would attain the age of
sixty-five,

“f(2) The wife’'s or husband’s insurance
benefit of any individual for any month
after the month preceding the month in
which such individual attains retirement age
and prior to the month in which such indi-
vidual attains the age of sixty-five shall be
reduced by—

“‘(A) twenty-five thirty-sixths of 1 per
centum, multiplied by

“‘(B) the number equal to the number
of months in the period beginning with the
first day of the first month for which such
individual is entitled to such wife's or hus-
band’s (as the case may be) insurance bene-
fit and ending with the last day of the
month before the month in which such in-
dividual would attain the age of sixty-five,
except that in no event shall such period
start earlier than the first day of the month
in which such individual attains retirement
age.

In the case of an individual entitled to wife's

insurance benefits, the preceding provisions

of this paragraph shall not apply to the
benefit for any month in which such in-
dividual has in her care (individually or
jointly with the individual on whose wages
and self-employment income her wife's
insurance benefit is based) a child en-
titled to child's insurance benefits on the
basis of such wages and self-employment
income. With respect to any month in the
period specified in clause (B) of the first
sentence of this paragraph, if (in the case of
an individual entitled to wife's insurance
benefits) such individual does not have in
such month such a child in her care (in-
dividually or jointly with the individual on
whose wages and self-employment income
her wife’s insurance benefit is based), she
shall be deemed to have such a child in her
care in such month for the purposes of the
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preceding sentence unless there is in effect
for such month a certificate filed by her
with the Secretary, in accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by him, in which she
elects to recelve wife's insurance benefits re-
duced as provided In this subsection. Any
certificate filed pursuant to the preceding
sentence shall be effective for purposes of
such sentence—

“*(1) for the month in which it Is filed,
and for any month thereafter, if in such
month she does not have such a child in her
care (individually or jointly with the indi-
vidual on whose wages and self-employment
income her wife's insurance benefit is based),
and

“*(i1) for the period of one or more con-

secutive months (not exceeding twelve) Im-
mediately preceding the month in which
such certificate is filed which is designated
by her (not including as part of such period
any month in which she had such a child
in her care (individually or jointly with the
individual on whose wages and self-employ-
ment income her wife's insurance benefit is
based) ).
If such a certificate is filed, the perlod re-
ferred to in clause (B) of the first sentence
of this paragraph shall commence with the
first day of the first month (i) for which
such individual is entitled to a wife's in-
surance benefit, (i1) which occurs after the
month preceding the month in which she
attains retirement age, and (iii) for which
such certificate is effective.

“*(3) In the case of any Individual who
is entitled to an old-age insurance benefit to
which paragraph (1) is applicable and who,
for the first month for which such individual
is so entitled (but not for any prior month)
or for any later month occurring before the
month in which such individual attains the
age of sixty-five, is entitled to a wife's or
husband’s insurance benefit to which para-
graph (2) is applicable, the amount of such
wife’s or husband's insurance benefit for
any month prior to the month in which such
indlvidual attains the age of sixty-five shall,
in lieu of the reduction provided in para-
graph (2), be reduced by the sum of—

“*{A) an amount equal to the amount by
which such old-age Iinsurance benefit for
such month is reduced under paragragh (1),
plus

“*(B) anamount equal to—

‘(i) the number equal to the number of
months specified in clause (B) of paragraph
(2), multiplied by

*(i1) twenty-five thirty-sixths of 1 per
centum, and further multiplied by

“*(1il) the excess of such wife’s or hus-
band's insurance benefit (as the case may
be) prior to reduction under this subsection
over the old-age insurance benefit prior to
reduction under this subsection.

“{(4) In the case of any individual who is
or was entitled to a wife's or husband’s in-
surance benefit to which paragraph (2) is
applicable and who, for any month after
the first month for which such individual
is or was so entitled (but not for such first
month or any earlier month) occurring be-
fore the month in which such individual at-
tains the age of sixty-five, is entitled to an
old-age insurance benefit, the amount of
such old-age insurance benefit for any month
prior to the month in which such individual
attains the age of sixty-five shall, in lieu of
the reduction provided in paragraph (1),
be reduced by the sum of—

“‘(A) an amount equal to the amount by
which such wife's or husband’s (as the case
may be) insurance benefit is reduced under
paragraph (2) for such month (or, if such
individual is not entitled to a wife's or hus-
band's insurance benefit for such month, by
an amount egual to the amount by which
such benefit was reduced for the last month
for which such individual was entitled to
such a benefit) , plus
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“¢B) if the old-age insurance benefit for
such month prior to reduction under this
subsection exceeds such wife's or husband’s
(as the case may be) insurance benefit prior
to reduction under this subsection, an
amount equal to—

“ (1) the number equal to the number of
months specified in clause (B) of paragraph
(1), multiplied by

“*(11) five-ninths of 1 per cenfum, and
further multiplied by

“¢(ii1) the excess of such old-age insur-
ance benefit over such wife’s or husband’s (as
the case may be) insurance benefit.

“*(5) In the case of any individual who is
entitled to an old-age insurance benefit for
th month in which such individual attains
the age of sixty-five or any month thereafter,
such benefit for such month shall, if such
individual was also entitled to such benefit
for any one or more months prior to the
month in which such individual attained the
age of sixty-five and such benefit for any
such prior month was reduced under para-
graph (1) or (4), be reduced as provided in
such paragraph, except that there shall be
subtracted, from the number specified in
clause (B) of such paragraph—

“:(A) the number equal to the number of
months for which such benefit was reduced
under such paragraph, but for which such
benefit was subject to deductions under para-
graph (1) or (2) of section 203(b), and ex-
cept that, in the case of any such benefit
reduced under paragraph (4), there also shall
be subtracted from the number specified in
clause (B) of paragraph (2), for the purpose
of computing the amount referred to in
clause (A) of paragraph (4)—

“¢(B) the number equal to the number of
months for which the wife’s or husband's (as
the case may be) insurance benefit was re-
duced under such paragraph (2), but for
which such benefit was subject to deductions
under paragraph (1) or (2) of section 203(b),
under section 203(c), or under section
222(b),

“i(0) In case of a wife's insurance benefit,
the number equal to the number of months

after the first month for which
such benefit was reduced under paragraph
(2) in which such individual had in her care
(individually or jointly with the individual
on whose wages and self-employment income
such benefit is based) a child of such indi-
vidual entitled to child's insurance benefits,
and

“4(D) the number equal to the number of
months for which such wife'’s or husband’s
(as the case may be) insurance benefit was
reduced under such paragraph (2), but in
or after which such individual's entitlement
to wife’s or husband’s insurance benefits
was terminated because such individual's
spouse ceased to be under a disabllity, not
including in such number of months any
month after such termination in which such
individual was entitled to wife’s or hus-
band’s insurance benefits.

Such subtraction shall be made only if the
total of such months specified in clauses (A),
(B), (C), and (D) of the preceding sentence
is not less than three. For purposes of
clauses (B) and (C) of this paragraph, the
wife’s or husband's insurance benefit of an
individual shall not be considered terminated
for any reason prior to the month in which
such individual attains the age of sixty-five,

“4(g) In the case of any individual who
is entitled to a wife's or husband’s insur-
ance benefit for the month in which such
individual attains the age of sixty-five or
any month thereafter, such benefit for such
month shall, if such individual was also en-
titled to such benefit for any one or more
months prior to the month in which such
individual attained the age of sixty-five and
such beneflt for any such prior month was
reduced wunder paragraph (2) or (3), be
reduced as provided in such paragraph, ex-
2ept that there shall be subtracted from
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the number specified in clause (B) of such
paragraph—

“'(A) the number equal to the number
of months for which such benefit was re-
duced under such paragraph, but for which
such benefit was subject to deductions under
sectlon 203(b) (1) or (2), under section
203(c), or under section 222(b),

“*(B) in case of a wife's insurance bene-
fit, the number equal to the number of
months, occurring after the first month for
which such benefit was reduced under such
paragraph, in which such individual had in
her care (individually or jointly with the
individual on whose wages and self-employ-
ment income such benefit is based) a child
of such individual entitled to child's insur-
ance benefits, and

“‘(C) the number equal to the number
of months for which such wife's or husband'’s
(as the case may be) insurance benefit was
reduced under such paragraph, but in or
after which such Individual’s entitlement to
wife’s or husband’s insurance benefits was
terminated because such individual’s spouse
ceased to be under a disability, not including
in such number of months any month after
such termination in which such individual
was entitled to wife's or husband’s Insurance
benefits,
and except that, in the case of any such
benefit reduced under paragraph (3), there
also shall be subtracted from the number
specified in clause (B) of paragraph (1), for
the purpose of computing the amount re-
ferred to in clause (A) of paragraph (3)—

“*(D) the number equal to the number of

months for which the old-age insurance ben-
efit was reduced under such paragraph (1)
but for which such benefit was subject to
deductions under paragraph (1) or (2) of
section 208(b).
Such subtraction shall be made only if the
total of such months specified in clauses (A),
(B), (0), and (D) of the preceding sentence
is not less than three.

“*(7) In the case of an individual who is
entitled to an old-age insurance benefit to
which paragraph (5) is applicable and who,
for the month in which such individual at-
tains the age of sixty-five (but not for any
prior month) or for any later month, is en-
titled to a wife's or husband’s insurance
benefit, the amount of such wife’'s or hus-
band’s insurance benefit for any month shall
be reduced by an amount equal to the
amount by which the cld-age insurance bene-
fit 1s reduced under paragraph (5) for such
month.

“*(8) In the case of an individual who is
or was entitled to a wife’s or husband’s in-
surance benefit to which paragraph (2) was
applicable and who, for the month in which
such individual attains the age of sixty-five
(but not for any prior month) or for any
later month, is entitled to an old-age in-
surance benefit, the amount of such old-age
insurance benefit for any month shall be
reduced by an amount egual to the amount
by which the wife's or husband’s (as the
case may be), insurance benefit is reduced
under paragraph (6) for such month (or, if
such individual is not entitled to a wife's or
husband’s insurance benefit for such month,
by (1) an amount equal to the amount by
which such benefit for the last month for
which such individual was entitled thereto
was reduced, or (ii) if smaller, an amount
equal to the amount by which such benefit
would have been reduced under paragraph
(6) for the month in which such individual
attained the age of sixty-five if entitlement
to such benefit had not terminated before
such month).

**(9) The preceding paragraphs shall be
applied to old-age insurance benefits, wife's
insurance benefits, and husband’s insurance
benefits after reduction under section 203(a)
and application of sectlon 215(g). If the
amount of any reduction computed under
paragraph (1), under paragraph (2), under
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clause (A) or clause (B) of paragraph (3),
or under clause (A) or clause (B) of para-
graph (4) is not a multiple of $0.10, it shall
be reduced to the next lower multiple of
£0.10.

“‘Presumed filing of application by indi-
vidual eligible for old-age and wife’s or
husband’s insurance benefits

“*(r) Any individual who becomes entitled
to an old-age insurance benefit for any
month prior to the month in which such in-
dividual attains the age of sixty-five and who
is eligible for a wife's or husband's insurance
benefit for the same month shall be deemed
to have filed an application in such month
for wife's or husband’s (as the case may
be) insurance benefits. Any individual who
becomes entitled to a wife's or husband's
insurance benefit for any month prior to the
month in which such individual attains the
age of sixty-five and who 1is eligible for an
old-age insurance benefit for the same month
shall be deemed, unless (in the case of an
individual entitled to wife's insurance bene-
fits) such individual has in such month in
her care (individually or jointly with the
individual on whose wages and self-employ-
ment income her wife’s insurance benefits
are based) a child entitled to child's insur-
ance benefits on the basis of such wages and
self-employment income, to have filed an
application in such month for old-age in-
surance benefits. For purposes of this sub-
section an individual shall be deemed eligible
for a benefit for a month if, upon filing
application therefor in such month, such
individual would have been entitled to such
benefit for such month.

‘* Disability insurance beneficiary

“*(s) (1) If any individual becomes en-
titled to a widow’s insurance benefit, widow-
er's insurance benefit, or parent’s insurance
benefit for & month before the month in
which such individual attains the age of
sixty-five, or becomes entitled to an old-
age insurance benefit, wife’s insurance bene-
fit, or husband's insurance benefit for a
month before the month in which such in-
dividual attains the age of sixty-five which is
reduced under the provisions of subsection
(q), such individual may not thereafter be-
come entitled to disability insurance benefits
under this title,

“*(2) If an individual would, but for the
provisions of subsection (k) (2)(B), be en-
titled for any month to a disability insur-
ance benefit and to a wife’s or husband's
insurance benefit, subsection (g) shall be
applicable to such wife's or husband’s in-
surance benefit (as the case may be) for
such month only to the extent it exceeds
such disability insurance benefit for such
month.

“**(3) The entitlement of any individual to
disability insurance benefits shall terminate
with the month before the month in which
such individual becomes entitled to old-age
insurance benefits'.

“(e) So much of such section 202(b) (1) as
follows clause (C) is amended by striking
out 'she becomes entitled to an old-age or
disability insurance benefit based on a pri-
mary insurance amount which is equal to or
exceeds one-half of an old-age or disability
insurance benefit of her husband,’.

“(d) (1) Clause (D) of subsection (e¢)(1)
of such section 202 is amended by striking
out ‘or he becomes entitled to an old-age
or disability insurance benefit equal to or
exceeding one-half of the primary insurance
amount of his wife,’.

“(2) Subsection (c) (3) of such section 202
is amended by striking out ‘Such’ and in-
serting in lleu thereof ‘Except as provided
in subsection (q), such’.

“(e) Subsection 202(j) (3) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

“*(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (1), an individual may, at his
option, waive entitlement to old-age insur-
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ance beneflts, wife's insurance benefits, or
husband’s insurance benefits for any one or
more consecutive months which occur—

“‘(A) after the month before the month
in which such individual attains retirement
age,

“*(B) prior to the month in which such
individual attains the age of sixty-five, and

“4(C) prior to the month in which such
individual files application for such benefits;
and, in such case, such individual shall not
be considered as entitled to such benefits for
any such month or months before he filed
such application. An individual shall be
deemed to have walved such entitlement for
any such month for which such benefit
would, under the second sentence of para-
graph (1), be reduced to zero.'

“(f) Section 8121(a)(9) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to read as
follows:

“4(9) any payment (other than vacation
or sick pay) made to an employee after the
month in which he attains the age of sixty-
two, if such employee did not work for the
employer in the period for which such pay-
ment is made; or’

“{g) (1) The amendment made by sub-
section (a) shall apply only in the case of
lump-sum death payments under section
202(1) of the Social Security Act with re-
spect to deaths occurring after October
1960, and in the case of monthly benefits
under title IT of such Act for months after
October 1960 on the basis of applications
filed after the date of enactment of this
Act.

“(2) For purposes of section 215(b) (3) (B)
of the Social Security Act (but subject to

h (1) of this subsection)—

“(A) a man who attains the age of sixty-
two prior to November 1960 and who was
not eligible for old-age insurance benefits
under section 202 of such Act (as in effect
prior to the enactment of this Act) for any
month prior to November 1960 shall be
deemed to have attalned the age of sixty-
two in 1960 or, if earlier, the year in which
he died;

“(B) an individual shall not, by reason
of the amendment made by subsection (a),
be deemed to be a fully insured individual
before November 1960 or the month in
which he died, whichever month is the
earlier; and

(C) the amendment made by subsection
(a) shall not be applicable in the case of
any individual who was eligible for old-age
insurance benefits under such section 202
for any month prior to November 1960.
An individual shall, for purposes of this
paragraph, be deemed eligible for old-age
insurance benefits under section 202 of the
Bocial Security Act for any month if he
was or would have been, upon filing applica-
tion therefor in such month, entitled to
such benefits for such month,

“(3) For purposes of section 209(1) of such
Act, the amendment made by subsection (a)
shall apply only with respect to remunera-
tion paid after October 1960.

*{h) (1) The amendments made by sub-
sections (b) through (e) shall take effect
November 1, 1960, and shall be applicable
with respect to monthly benefits under title
II of the Social Security Act for months
after October 1960.

“{2) The amendment made by subsec-
tion (f) shall be effective with respect to
remuneration paid after October 1960."

On page 100, after line 13, to insert:

“INCREASE IN THE EARNED INCOME LIMITATION

“Sec. 211, (a) (1) Paragraphs (1) and (2)
of subsection 203(e) of the Social Security
Act are each amended by striking out
‘$1,200" wherever it appears therein and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘$1,800°, and (2) such
paragraphs and paragraph (1) of subsection
(g) of such section are each amended by
striking out ‘100 times' wherever it appears
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therein and inserting in lleu thereof ‘$150
times’.

“(b) The amendments made by subsec-
tion (a) shall be effective, in the case of any
individual, with respect to taxable years of
such individual ending after 1960."

On page 101, line 22, after the word “sec-
tion”, to strike out “208" and insert “207";
on page 102, line 4, after the word “section”,
to strike out “208" and Insert “207"; in
line 23, after the word “section”, where it
occurs the second time, to strike out “208"
and insert *“207"; on page 114, line 22,
after the word “of”, to strike out “a woman"
and Insert “an individual”; on page 115,
line 2, after the word "“which", to strike out
“she” and insert "such individual”; under
the heading “Title V—Employment Secur-
ity”, on page 131, after line 19, to strike
out:

“Part 1—Short title

“Sec. 501. This title may be cited as the

‘Employment Security Act of 1860°,

“Part 2—Employment securily administra-
tive financing amendments
“AMENDMENTS OF TITLE IX OF THE SOCIAL
SECURITY ACT

“Sec, 521. Title IX of the Social Security
Act (42 US.C, sec. 1101 and following) is
amended to read as follows:

““I'ITLE IX—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS RE-
LATING TO EMPLOYMENT SECURITY

“‘Employment Security Administration
account

“ ‘Establishment of account

" ‘Sec. 801, (a) There is hereby established
in the Unemployment Trust Fund an em-
ployment security administration account.

“ ‘Appropriations to account

*“*(b)(1) There is hereby appropriated to
the Unemployment Trust Fund for credit
to the employment security administra-
tion account, out of any moneys in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and for
each fiscal year thereafter, an amount equal
to 100 percent of the tax (including in-
terest, penalties, and additions to the tax)
received during the fiscal year under the
Federal Unemployment Tax Act and cov-
ered into the Treasury.

“*(2) The amount appropriated by para-
graph (1) shall be transferred at least
monthly from the general fund of the Treas-
ury to the Unemployment Trust Fund and
credited to the employment security admin-
istration account. Each such transfer shall
be based on estimates made by the Secretary
of the Treasury of the amounts received in
the Treasury. Proper adjustments shall be
made in the amounts subsequently trans-
ferred, to the extent prior estimates (includ-
ing estimates for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1960,) were in excess of or were less than
the amounts required to be transferred.

“'(8) The Secretary of the Treasury is
directed to pay from time to time from the
employment security administration account
into the Treasury, as repayments to the ac-
count for refunding internal revenue collec-
tions, amounts equal to all refunds made
after June 30, 1960, of amounts received as
tax under the Federal Unemployment Tax
Act (including interest on such refunds).

" ‘Administrative Expenditures

“‘(e) (1) There are hereby authorized to
be made available for expenditure out of the
employment security administration account
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and
for each fiscal year thereafter—

“*(A) such amounts (not in excess of
$350,000,000 for any fiscal year) as the Con-
gress may deem appropriate for the purpose
of—

*“'(1) assisting the States in the admin-
istration of their unemployment compensa-
tion laws as provided in title III (including
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administration pursuant to agreements un-
der any Federal unemployment compensa-
tion law, except the Temporary Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1958, as
amended),

“*(i1) the establishment and maintenance
of systems of public employment offices in
accordance with the Act of June 6, 1933, as
amended (29 U.S.C., secs. 49-49n), and

“‘(iii) earrying into effect section 2012 of
title 38 of the United States Code;

“‘(B) such amounts as the Congress may
deem appropriate for the necessary expenses
of the Department of Labor for the per-
formance of its functions under—

“(1) this title and titles III and XII of
this Act,

“*(11) the Federal Unemployment Tax Act,

“4(1il) the provisions of the Act of June
6, 1933, as amended,

“*(iy) subchapter IT of chapter 41 (except
section 2012) of title 38 of the United States
Code, and

“*(v) any Federal unemployment compen-
sation law, except the Temporary Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1958, as amended.

“*(2) The Secretary of the Treasury Is di-
rected to pay from the employment security
administration account into the Treasury as
miscellaneous receipts the amount estimated
by him which will be expended during a
three-month period by the Treasury Depart-
ment for the performance of its functions
under—

“‘(A) this title and titles III and XII of
this Act, including the expenses of banks for
servicing unemployment benefit payment and
clearing accounts which are offset by the
maintenance of balances of Treasury funds
with such banks,

“*(B) the Federal Unemployment Tax Act,

and

“{(C) any Federal unemployment compen=
sation law with respect to which responsi-
bility for administration is vested in the
Secretary of Labor.
In determining the expenses taken into ac-
count under subparagraphs (B) and (C),
there shall be excluded any amount attrib-
utable to the Temporary Unemployment
Compensation Act of 1958, as amended. Ifit
subsequently appears that the estimates un-
der this paragraph in any particular period
were too high or too low, appropriate adjust-
ments shall be made by the Secretary of the
Treasury in future payments.

“'Additional Tax Attributable to Reduced
Credits

“‘(d) (1) The Secretary of the Treasury is
directed to transfer from the employment
security administration account—

“*‘(A) To the Federal unemployment ac-
count, an amount equal to the amount by
which—

*‘(1) 100 per centum of the additional tax
recelved under the Federal Unemployment
Tax Act with respect to any State by reason
of the reduced credits provisions of section
3302(e) (2) or (3) of such Act and covered
into the Treasury for the repayment of ad-
vances made to the State under section 1201,
exceeds

“¢(1i) the amount transferred to the ac-

count of such State pursuant to subpara-
graph (B) of this paragraph.
Any amount transferred pursuant to this
gubparagraph shall be credited against, and
chall operate to reduce, that balance of ad-
vances, made under section 1201 to the State,
with respect to which employers paid such
additional tax.

“*(B) To the account (in the Unemploy-
ment Trust Fund) of the State with respect
to which employers paid such additional tax,
an amount equal to the amount by which
such additional tax received and covered into
the Treasury exceeds that balance of ad-
vances, made under section 1201 to the State,
with respect to which employers paid such
additional tax.
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If, for any taxable year, there is with respect
to any State both a balance described in sec-
tion 3302(c)(2) of the Federal Unemploy-
ment Tax Act and a balance described in sec-
tion 3302(c) (3) of such Act, this paragraph
shall be applied separately with respect to
section 3302(c)(2) (and the balance de-
geribed therein) and separately with respect
to section 3302(c) (3) (and the balance de-
‘scribed therein).

“#%(2) The Secretary of the Treasury is di-
rected to transfer from the employment secu-
rity administration account—

“f(A) To the general fund of the Treasury,
an amount equal to the amount by which—

“*(i) 100 per centum of the additional tax
recelved under the Federal Unemployment
Tax Act with respect to any State by reason
of the reduced credit provision of section 104
of the Temporary Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 1958, as amended, and covered
into the Treasury, exceeds

“4{il) the amount transferred to the
account of such State pursuant to subpara-
graph (B) of this paragraph.

“%B) To the account (in the Unemploy-
ment Trust Fund) of the State with respect
to which employers pald such additional tax,
an amount equal to the amount by which—

**(1) such additional tax received and
covered into the Treasury, exceeds

“*(il) the total amount restorable to the
Treasury under section 104 of the Temporary
Unemployment Compensation Act of 1958, as
amended, as limited by Public Law 85-457.

“(3) Transfers under this subsection shall
be as of the beginning of the month succeed-
ing the month in which the moneys were
credited to the employment security adminis-
tration account pursuant to subsection
(b) (2).

“ ‘Revolving Fund

‘“‘(e) (1) There is hereby established in
the Treasury a revolving fund which shall
be available to make the advances authorized
by this subsection. There are hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated, without fiscal
year limitation, to such revolving fund such
amounts as may be necessary for the purposes
of this section.

“+(2) The Secretary of the Treasury is di-
rected to advance from time to time from
the revolving fund to the employment secu-
rity administration account such amounts
as may be necessary for the purposes of this
section. If the net balance in the employ-
ment security administration account as of
the beginning of any fiscal year is $250,-
000,000, no advance may be made under this
subsection during such fiscal year.

**(8) Advances to the employment secu-
rity administration account made under this
subsection shall bear interest until repaid at
a rate equal to the average rate of interest
(computed as of the end of the calendar
month next preceding the date of such ad-
vance) borne by all interest bearing obliga-
tions of the United States then forming a
part of the public debt; except that where
such average rate is not a multiple of one-
eighth of 1 per centum, the rate of interest
ghall be the multiple of one-eighth of 1 per
centum next lower than such average rate.

“'(4) Advances to the employment secu-
rity administration account made under this
subsection, plus interest accrued thereon,
shall be repaid by the transfer from time to
time, from the employment security admin-
istration account to the revolving fund, of
such amounts as the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, in consultation with the Secretary of
Labor, determines to be available in the em-
ployment, security administration account
for such repayment., Any amount trans-
ferred as a repayment under this paragraph
shall be credited against, and shall operate
to reduce, any balance of advances (plus
accrued interest) repayable under this sub-
section.
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“‘Determination of Excess and Amount To
Be Retained in Employment Security Ad-
ministration Account

“{(f) (1) The Secretary of the Treasury
thall determine as of the close of each fiscal
year (beginning with the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1561) the excess in the employment
security administration account.

**(2) The excess In the employment secu-
rity administration account as of the close
of any fiscal year is the amount by which
the net balance in such account as of such
time (after the application of section 802(b) )
exceeds the net balance in the employment
security administration account as of the be-
ginning of that fiscal year (including the
fiscal year for which the excess is being
computed) for which the net balance was
higher than as of the beginning of any other
such fiscal year.

“*(8) If the entire amount of the excess
determined under paragraph (1) as of the
close of any fiscal year is not transferred
to the Federal unemployment account, there
shall be retained (as of the beginning of the
succeeding fiscal year) in the employment
security administration account so much of
the remainder as does not increase the net
balance in such account (as of the begin-
ning of such succeeding fiscal year) above
$250,000,000.

“‘(4) For the purposes of this section,
the net balance in the employment securlty
administration account as of any time is the
amount in such account as of such time
reduced by the sum of—

“*(A) the amounts then subject to trans-
fer pursuant to subsection (d), and

“*(B) the balance of advances (plus inter-

est accrued thereon) then repayable to the
revolving fund established by subsection
(e).
The net balance in the employment se-
curity administration account as of the be-
ginning of any fiscal year shall be determined
after the disposition of the excess in such
account as of the close of the preceding
fiscal year.

“‘Transfers between Federal unemployment
account and employment security admin-
istration account

“*Transfers to Federal Unemployment
Account

"'Sec. 902, (a) Whenever the Secretary of
the Treasury determines pursuant to sec-
tion 901(f) that there is an excess in the
employment security administration account
as of the close of any fiscal year, there shall
be transferred (as of the beginning of the
succeeding fiscal year) to the Federal unem-
ployment account the total amount of such
excess or so much thereof as is required to
increase the amount in the Federal unem-
ployment account to whichever of the fol-
lowing is the greater:

“*(1) #550,000,000, or

“'(2) The amount (determined by the
Secretary of Labor and certified by him to
the Secretary of the Treasury) equal to four-
tenths of 1 per centum of the total wages
subject to contributions under all State
unemployment compensation laws for the
calendar year ending during the fiscal year
for which the excess is determined.

“‘Transfers to Employment Security Admin-
istration Account

*“*(b) The amount, if any, by which the
amount in the Federal unemployment ac-
count as of the close of any fiscal year ex-
ceeds the greater of the amounts specified in
paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a)
shall be transferred to the employment se-
curity administration account as of the
close of such fiscal year.

“*‘Amounts transferred to State accounts
“‘In General

“'‘Sec. 803. (a) (1) Except as provided in
subsection (b), whenever, after the applica-
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tion of section 1203 with respect to the ex-
cess in the employment security adminis-
tration account as of the close of any flscal
year, there remains any portion of such ex-
cess, the remainder of such excess shall be
transferred (as of the beginning of the suc-
ceeding fiscal year) to the accounts of the
States in the Unemployment Trust Fund.

“i(2) BEach State's share of the funds to
be transferred under this subsection as of
any July 1—

“*(A) shall be determined by the Secre-
tary of Labor and certified by him to the
Becretary of the Treasury before that date
on the basis of reports furnished by the
States to the Secretary of Labor before June
1, and

“*(B) shall bear the same ratio to the
total amount to be so transferred as the
amount of wages subject to contributlons
under such State’s unemployment compen-
sation law during the proceeding calendar
year which have been reported to the State
before May 1 bears to the total of wages sub-
Ject to contributions under all State unem-
ployment compensation laws during such
calendar year which have been reported to
the States before May 1.

*‘Limitations on Transfers

“(b) (1) If the Secretary of Labor finds
that on July 1 of any fiscal year—

*“*(A) a State Is not eligible for certifica-
tion under section 303, or

“*(B) the law of a State is not approvable
under section 3304 of the Federal Unemploy-
ment Tax Act,
then the amount available for transfer to
such State's account shall, in lieu of being
so transferred, be transferred to the Federal
unemployment account as of the beginning
of such July 1. If, during the fiscal year
beginning on such July 1, the Secretary of
Labor finds and certifies to the Secretary of
the Treasury that such State is eligible for
certification under section 303, that the law
of such State is approvable under such sec-
tion 3304, or both, the Becretary of the
Treasury shall transfer such amount from
the Federal unemployment account to the
account of such State. If the Secretary
of Labor does not so find and certify to the
Secretary of the Treasury before the close
of such fiscal year then the amount which
was avallable for transfer to such State's
account as of July 1 of such fiscal year shall
(as of the close of such fiscal year) become
unrestricted as to use as part of the Federal
unemployment account.

“*(2) The amount which, but for this
paragraph, would be transferred to the ac-
count of a State under subsection (a) or
paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be
reduced (but not below Zero) by the balance
of advances made to the State under section
1201. The sum by which such amount is re-
duced shall—

“*(A) be transferred to or retained in (as
the case may be) the Federal unemployment
account, and

“*(B) be credited against, and operate to
reduce—

“*(1) first, any balance of advances made
before the date of the enactment of the Em-
ployment Security Act of 1060 to the Btate
under section 1201, and

“*(i1) second, any balance of advances
made on or after such date to the State un-
der section 1201.

‘* ‘Use of Transferred Amounts

“*(ec) (1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), amounts transferred to the account of a
Btate pursuant to subsections (a) and (b)
shall be used only in the payment of cash
benefits to individuals with respect to their
unemployment, exclusive of expenses of ad-
ministration.

“*(2) A State may, pursuant to a specific
appropriation made by the legislative body
of the State, use money withdrawn from
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its account in the payment of expenses in-
curred by it for the administration of its
unemployment compensation law and pub-
lic employment offices if and only if—

“‘(A) the purposes and amounts were
specified in the law making the appropri-
ation,

“*(B) the appropriation law did not au-
thorize the obligation of such money after
the close of the two-year period which be-
gan on the date of enactment of the ap-
propriation law,

“i(Q) the money is withdrawn and the
expenses are incurred after such date of
enactment, and

“{(D) the appropriation law limits the
total amount which may be obligated during
a fiscal year to an amount which does not
exceed the amount by which (1) the aggre-
gate of the amounts transferred to the ac-
count of such State pursuant to subsections
(a) and (b) during such fiscal year and the
four preceding flscal years, exceeds (i) the
aggregate of the amounts used by the State
pursuant to this subsection and charged
against the amounts transferred to the ac-
count of such State during such five fiscal

years.

For the purposes of subparagraph (D),
amounts used by a State during any fiscal
year shall be charged against equivalent
amounts which were first transferred and
which have not previously been so charged;
except that no amount obligated for admin-
istration during any filscal year may be
charged against any amount transferred dur-
ing a fiscal year earlier than the fourth pre-
ceding flscal year.

“ ‘Unemployment trust fund
“‘Establishment, etc.

“igpo. 904, (a) There is hereby established
{n the Treasury of the United States a trust
fund to be known as the “Unemployment
Trust Fund,” hereinafter in this title called
the “Fund.” The Secretary of the Treasury
{s authorized and directed to recelve and
hold in the Fund all moneys deposited there-
in by a State agency from a State unem-
ployment fund, or by the Rallroad Retire-
ment Board to the credit of the rallroad un-
employment insurance account or the rail-
road unemployment insurance administra-
tlon fund, or otherwise deposited in or
credited to the Fund or any account therein,
Such deposit may be made directly with the
Secretary of the Treasury, with any de-
positary designated by him for such pur-
pose, or with any Federal Reserve Bank.

“‘Investments

“*(b) It shall be the duty of the Secretary
of the Treasury to invest such portion of
the Fund as is not, in his judgment, re-
quired to meet current withdrawals. Such
investment may be made only in interest-
bearing obligations of the United States or
in obligations guaranteed as to both prin-
cipal and interest by the United States. For
such purpose such obligations may be ac-
quired (1) on original issue at the lssue
price, or (2) by purchase of outstanding ob-
ligations at the market price. The purposes
for which obligations of the United States
may be issued under the Second Liberty Bond
Act, as amended, are hereby extended to au-
thorize the issuance at par of special obliga-
tions exclusively to the Fund. Such special
obligations shall bear interest at a rate
equal to the average rate of interest, com-
puted as of the end of the calendar month
next preceding the date of such issue, borne
by all interest-bearing obligations of the
United States then forming part of the
public debt; except that where such average
rate is not a multiple of one-eighth of 1 per
centum, the rate of interest of such special
obligations shall be the multiple of one-
eighth of 1 per centum next lower than such
average rate. Obligations other than such
speclal obligations may be acquired for the
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Fund only on such terms as to provide an in-
vestment yleld not less than the yleld which
would be required in the case of special ob-
ligations if issued to the Fund upon the
date of such acquisition. Advances made to
the Federal unemployment account pursuant
to section 1203 shall not be Invested.
 ‘Sale or Redemption of Obligations

“'(e) Any obligations acquired by the
Fund (except special obligations issued ex-
clusively to the Fund) may be sold at the
market price, and such special obligations
may be redeemed at par plus accrued interest.

* ‘Treatment of Interest and Proceeds

*“!(d) The interest on, and the proceeds
from the sale or redemption of, any obliga-
tions held in the Fund shall be credited to
and form a part of the Fund.

' ‘Separate Book Accounts

‘“!(e) The Fund shall be invested as a
single fund, but the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall maintain a separate book account
for each State agency, the employment se-
curity administration account, the Federal
unemployment account, the railroad unem-
ployment insurance account, and the rail-
road unemployment insurance administra-
tion fund and shall credit quarterly (on
March 31, June 30, September 30, and Decem-
ber 31, of each year) to each account, on the
basis of the average dally balance of such
account, a proportionate part of the earn-
ings of the Pund for the quarter ending on
such date. For the purpose of this subsec-
tion, the average daily balance shall be
computed—

*“*(1) in the case of any State account,
by reducing (but not below zero) the amount
in the account by the balance of advances
made to the State under section 1201, and

*“(2) in the case of the PFederal unem-
ployment account—

*“*‘(A) by adding to the amount in the ac-
count the aggregate of the reductions under
paragraph (1), and

*“*(B) by subtracting from the sum so ob-
tained the balance of advances made under
section 1203 to the account.

“‘Payments to State Agencies and Rallroad
Retirement Board

“*(f) The Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized and directed to pay out of the Pund
to any State agency such amount as it may
duly requisition, not exceeding the amount
standing to the account of such State agency
at the time of such payment. The Becretary
of the Treasury is authorized and directed
to make such payments out of the railroad
unemployment Insurance account for the
payment of benefits, and out of the railroad
unemployment insurance administration
fund for the payment of administrative ex-
penses, as the Railroad Retirement Board
may duly certify, not exceeding the amount
standing to the credit of such account or
such fund, as the case may be, at the time
of such payment.

“ ‘Federal Unemployment Account

“*‘(g) There is hereby established in the
Unemployment Trust Fund a Federal un-
employment account. There Is hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated to such Federal
unemployment account a sum equal to (1)
the excess of taxes collected prior to July 1,
1946, under title IX of this Act or under the
Federal Unemployment Tax Act, over the
total unemployment administrative expendi-
tures made prior to July 1, 1946, plus (2) the
excess of taxes collected under the Federal
Unemployment Tax Act after June 30, 19486,
and prior to July 1, 1953, over the unemploy-
ment administrative expenditures made after
June 30, 1946, and prior to July 1, 1953. As
used in this subsection, the term “unemploy-
ment administrative expenditures'" means ex-
penditures for grants under title III of this
Act, expenditures for the administration of
that title by the Social Security Board, the
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Federal Security Administrator, or the Sec-
retary of Labor, and expenditures for the
administration of title IX of this Act, or of
the Federal Unemployment Tax Act, by the
Department of the Treasury, the Soclal Secu-
rity Board, the Federal Securlty Adminis-
trator, or the Secretary of Labor. For the
purposes of this subsection, there shall be
deducted from the total amount of taxes
collected prior to July 1, 1943, under title IX
of this Act, the sum of $40,661,886.43 which
was authorized to be appropriated by the Act
of August 24, 1937 (50 Stat. 754), and the
sum of $18,451,846 which was authorized to
be appropriated by section 11(b) of the Rail-
road Unemployment Insurance Act.'”

In line 6, after the word “conforming', to
strike out “amendments” and insert “amend-
ment”’; after line 6, to strike out:

“Sec. 524, (a) Section 301 of the Social
Securlty Act is amended to read as follows:

“* ‘APPROPRIATIONS

“‘Sgc, 301. The amounts made available
pursuant to section 801(e)(1) (A) for the
purpose of assisting the States in the admin-
istration of their unemployment compensa-
tion laws shall be wused as hereinafter
provided.' "

At the beginning of line 14, to strike out
“(b)"” and insert “Sec. 504.”; In line 16, to
strike out “amended—" and insert “amend-
ed”; after line 16, to strike out:

“(1) by striking out subsection (b); and

“(2) by amending subsection (a) by strik-
ing out the heading and ‘(a)’, and”.

On page 151, after line 12, to insert:
“AMENDMENTS TO TITLE IX OF THE SOCIAL
SECURITY ACT

“Sgc. 501. (a) (1) Section 902(2) of the
Boclal Security Act is amended by striking
out ‘8200,000,000" and inserting in lieu there-
of ‘$500,000,000".

““(2) The last sentence of such section 902
is amended by striking out ‘1202(c)’ and in-
serting in lleu thereof ‘1203’.

“{b) Section 803(b) 1s amended to read as
follows:

“‘(b)(1) If the Secretary of Labor finds
that on July 1 of any fiscal year—

“*(A) a State is not eligible for certifica-
tion under section 303, or

“‘(B) the law of a State is not approvable
under section 3304 of the Federal Unemploy-
ment Tax Act,
then the amount available for crediting to
such State's account shall, in lleu of being
s0 credited, be credited to the Federal unem-
ployment account as of the beginning of such
July 1. If, during the fiscal year beginning
on such July 1, the Secretary of Labor finds
and certifies to the Secretary of the Treasury
that such State is eligible for certification
under section 303, that the law of such State
is approvable under such section 3304, or
both, the Secretary of the Treasury shall
transfer such amount from the Federal un-
employment account to the account of such
State. If the Secretary of Labor does not so
find and certify to the Secretary of the
Treasury before the close of such fiscal year
then the amount which was avallable for
credit to such State’s account as of July 1 of
such fiscal year shall (as of the close of such
fiscal year) become unrestricted as to use as
part of the Federal unemployment account.

“'(2) The amount which, but for this par-
agraph, would be transferred to the account
of a State under subsection (a) or paragraph
(1) of this subsection shall be reduced (but
not below zero) by the balance of advances
made to the State under section 1201. The
sum by which such amount is reduced shall—

“f(A) be credited to the Federal unem-
ployment account, and

“‘(B) be credited against, and operate to
reduce—

‘(1) first, any balance of advances made
before the date of the enactment of the Social
‘Security Amendments of 1860 to the State
under section 1201, and
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“*(11) second, any balance of advances
made on or after such date to the State under
section 1201.

“(ec) The last sentence of section 904(b)
of such Act is amended by striking out
*1202(¢c)’ and inserting in lleu thereof ‘1208".

*(d) Bection 904(e)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘1202(c)’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘1203'.

On page 153, line 15, to change the section
number from “522" to “502"; in line 25, after
the word “sections”, to strike out “901(d)
(1),”; on page 156, line 16, after the word
“title” and the period, to strike out “When-
ever, after the application of section 901(f)
(8) with respect to the excess in the employ-
ment security administration account as of
the close of any fiscal year, there remains any
portion of such excess, so much of such re-
mainder as does not exceed the balance of
advances made pursuant to this sectlon shall
be transferred to the general fund of the
Treasury and shall be credited against, and
shall operate to reduce, such balance of ad-
vances.”

On page 158, after line 9, to strike out:

“Increase in Tax Rate

“Sec. 523. (a) Section 3301 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to rate of tax
under Federal Unemployment Tax Act) is
amended—

*(1) by striking out ‘1955’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘1861°, and

“(2) by striking out ‘3 percent’ and in-
serting in lleu thereof ‘3.1 percent’.

“Computation of Credits Against Tax

On page 158, at the beginning of line 19,
to strike out “(b)" and insert “Sec. 508."; in
the same line, after the word “of", to strike
out “such Code"” and Insert “the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564"; on page 162, after
line 4, to strike out:

“4(1) RATE OF TAX DEEMED TO BE 3 PER-
CENT—In applying subsection (c), the tax
im by section 3301 shall be computed
at the rate of 3 percent in lieu of 8.1 per-
Nn "

At the beginning of line 9, to strike out
“(2)" and Insert *(1)"; at the beginning of
line 17, to strike out “(3)" and insert "(2)";
at the g of line 24, to strike out
“(4)" and é;isﬁt “(3)"; on psgetlszzk;,t th;
beginning line 21, to strike out “(5)" an
insert “(4)"; on page 164, at the beginning
of line 9, to strike out “(6)” and insert
#(5)"; at the beginning of line 13, to strike
out “(7)" and insert *“(6)™; on page 165, at
the of line 1, to strike out “(8)"
and insert “(7)"; beginning with line 2, to
strike out:

“Effective Date

“(¢) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall apply only with respect to the cal-
endar year 1961 and calendar years there-
after.”

At the top of page 166, to strike out:

“Part 3—Extension of coverage under unems-
ployment compensation program
Federal Instrumentalities

“Sgc, 531, (a) Section 8305(b) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to
read as follows:

**(b) FEDERAL INSTRUMENTALITIES IN GEN-
ERAL—The legislature of any State may re-
quire any instrumentality of the United
States (other than an instrumentality to
which section 8306(c) (6) applies), and the
‘individuals in its employ, to make contribu-
tions to an unemployment fund under a
State unemployment compensation law ap-
proved by the Becretary of Labor under sec-
tion 3304 and (except as provided in section
5240 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (12
U.8.C., sec. 484), and as modified by subsec-
tion (c)), to comply otherwise with such law.
The permission fed In this subsection
shall apply (A) only to the extent that no
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discrimination is made agalnst such instru-
mentality, so that if the rate of contribution
is uniform upon all other persons subject to
such law on account of having individuals
in their employ, and upon all employees of
such persons, respectively, the contributions
required of such instrumentality or the indi-
viduals in its employ shall not be at a
greater rate than is required of such other
persons and such employees, and if the rates
are determined separately for different per-
sons or classes of persons having individuals
in their employ or for different classes of
employees, the determination shall be based
solely upon unemployment experience and
other factors a direct relation to
unemployment risk; (B) only if such State
law makes provision for the refund of any
contributions required under such law from
an Instrumentality of the United States or
its employees for any year in the event such
State is not certified by the Becretary of
Labor under section 3304 with respect to such
year; and (C) only if such State law makes
provision for the payment of unemployment
compensation to any employee of any such
instrumentality of the United States in the
same amount, on the same terms, and subject
to the same conditions as unemployment
compensation is payable to employees of
other employers under the State unemploy-
ment compensation law.’

“(b) The third sentence of section 8308
{g) of such Code is amended by striking
out ‘not wholly’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘neither wholly nor partially’.

“(e) Sectlon 8308(c)(8) of such Code 15
amended to read as follows:

**(8) service performed in the employ of
the United States Government or of an in-
strumentality of the United States which
is—

“‘(A) wholly or partially owned by the
United States, or

“‘(B) exempt from the tax imposed by
section 3301 by virtue of any provision of
law which specifically refers to such section
{or the corresponding section of prior law)
in granting such exemption;’.

“(d)(1) Chapter 28 of such Code is
amended by renumbering section 3308 as
section 3309 and by inserting after section
3307 the following new section:

“ ‘Bec. 3308. Instrumentalities of the United
States

* ‘Notwithstanding any other provision of
law (whether enacted before or after the
enactment of this section) which grants to
any Instrumentality of the United States an
exemption from taxation, such instrumen-
tality shall not be exempt from the tax im-
posed by section 3301 unless such other pro-
vision of law grants a specific exemption, by
reference to section 8301 (or the correspond-
ing section of prior law), from the tax im-
posed by such sectlon.’

“(2) The table of sections for such chap-
ter is amended by striking out the last line
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“'‘Sec. 3308. Instrumentalities of the United
Btates.
“‘Sec.3309. Short title.

“(c) So much of the first sentence of sec-
tlon 1601(a) of the Social Security Act as
precedes paragraph (1) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘wholly’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘wholly or partially’.

“(f) The first sentence of section 1507(a)
of the Soclal Becurity Act is amended by
striking out ‘wholly’ and inserting in lleu
thereof ‘wholly or partially’.

“American Ailrcraft

“Sec, 532. (a) 8o much of section 3306(c)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 as pre-
cedes paragraph (1) thereof 1s amended by
striking out ‘or (B) on or in connection with
an American vessel® and all that follows down
through the phrase ‘outside the United
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States,’ and by inserting in lieu thereof the
following: ‘or (B) on or in connection with
an American vessel or American aircraft
under a contract of service which is entered
into within the United States or during the
performance of which and while the em-
ployee is employed on the vessel or alrcraft
it touches at a port in the United States, if
the employee is employed on and in connec-
tion with such vessel or aircraft when out-
side the United States,”.

“(b) Section 3306(c) (4) of such Code is
amended to read as follows:

“‘(4) service performed on or in connec-
tion with a vessel or aircraft not an Ameri-
can vessel or American alrcraft, if the em-
ployee 1s employed on and in connection with
such vessel or alrcraft when outside the
United States;’.

“(c) Section 8306(m) of such Code is
amended—

“(1) by striking out the heading and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

“*(m) AMERICAN VESSEL AND AIRCRAFT.—';

and

“(2) by striking out the perlod at the
end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof
a semicolon and the following: ‘and the
term “American alrcraft” means an aircraft
registered under the laws of the United
States.'

“Feeder Organizations, etec.

“Sec. 533. Sectlon 38306(c) (8) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to
read as follows:

*“*(8) service performed In the employ of
a religious, charitable, educational, or other
organization described in section 501(c) (3)
which is exempt from Income tax under sec-
tlon 501(a);".

“Fraternal Beneficlary Socletles, Agricultural
Organizations, Voluntary Employees’ Bene-
ficiary Assoclations, eto.

“Sec. 534. Sectlon 3306(c) (10) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to
read as follows:

“*(10) (A) service performed in any cal-
endar quarter in the employ of any organ-
ization exempt from income tax under sec-
tlon 501(a) (other than an organization
described In section 401(a)) or under sec-
tion 521, if the remuneration for such serv-
ice is less than $50, or

“*(B) service performed in the employ
of a school, college, or university, if such
service is performed by a student who is
enrolled and is regularly attending classes
at such school, college, or university;’.

“Effective Date

“Sec. 535. The amendments made by this
part (other than the amendments made by
subsections (e) and (f) of section 531) shall
apply with respect to remuneration pald
after 1961 for services performed after 1961.
The amendments made by subsectlons (e)
and (f) of section 531 shall apply with re-
spect to any week of unemployment which
begins after December 31, 1960.

“Part 4—Extension of Federal-State unem-
ployment compensation program to Puerto
Rico

“Extenslon of Titles III, IX, and XII of the
Soclal Security Act

“Sec. 541, Effective on and after January
1, 1961, paragraphs (1) and (2) of section
1101(a) of the Social Security Act are
amended to read as follows:

“‘(1) The term “State”, except where
otherwise provided, includes the District of
Columbia and the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, and when used in titles I, IV, V, VIL,
X, and XIV includes the Virgin Islands and
Guam.

“4(2) The term "“United States” when
used in a geographical sense means, except
where otherwise provided, the States, the
District of Columbia, and the Common=-
wealth of Puerto Rico.’
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“PFederal Employees and Ex-Servicemen

“Sec, 542. (a) (1) Effective with respect to
weeks of unemployment beginning after De-
cember 31, 1965, section 1503(b) of such
Act is amended by striking out ‘Puerto
Rico or’.

“(2) Effective with respect to first claims
filed after December 31, 1965, paragraph (3)
of section 16504 of such Act is amended by
striking out ‘Puerto Rico or' wherever ap-
pearing therein.

“(b) (1) Effective on and after January
1, 1961 (but only in the case of weeks of
unemployment beginning before January 1,
1966)—

“(A) section 1502(b) of such Act 1is
amended by striking out ‘(b) Any’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘(b) (1) Except as
provided in paragraph (2), any’, and by
adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“4(2) In the case of the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, the agreement shall provide
that compensation will be pald by the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico to any Federal
employee whose Federal service and Federal
wages are assigned under section 1504 to
such Commonwealth, with respect to unem-
ployment after December 31, 1960 (but only
in the case of weeks of unemployment be-
ginning before January 1, 1966), in the
same amount, on the same terms, and sub-
ject to the same conditions as the compen-
sation which would be payable to such em-
ployee under the unemployment compen-
sation law of the District of Columbia if
such employee's Federal service and Fed-
eral wages had been included as employ-
ment and wages under such law, except that
if such employee, without regard to his
Federal service and Federal wages, has em-
ployment or wages sufficlent to qualify for
any compensation during the benefit year
under such law, then payments of compen-
satlon under this subsection shall be made
only on the basis of his Federal service and
Federal wages. In applying this paragraph
or subsection (b) of section 1503, as the
case may be, employment and wages under
the unemployment compensation law of the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico shall not be
combined with Federal service or Federal
wages.

“{B) Bection 1503(a) of such Act 1s
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: ‘For the purpose of this sub-
sectlon, the term “State” does not include
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.'

“(C) Bection 1503(b) of such Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: ‘This subsection shall apply in
respect of the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico only if such Commonwealth does not
have an agreement under this title with the
Secretary.’

“(2) Effective on and after January 1, 1961
(but only in the case of first claims filed be-
fore January 1, 1966), section 1504 of such
Act is amended by adding after and below
paragraph (3) the following:

“‘For the purposes of paragraph (2), the
term “United States” does not include the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

“(c) Effective on and after January 1,
1961—

“(1) section 1503(d) of such Act is amend-
ed by striking out ‘Puerto Rico and’, and by
striking out ‘agencies’ each place it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘agency’; and

“(2) section 1511(e) of such Act is amend-
ed by striking out ‘Puerto Rico or'.

“(d) The last sentence of section 1501(a)
of such Act is amended to read as follows:

“‘For the purpose of paragraph (6) of this
subsection, the term “United States” when
used in the geographical sense means the
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands.'
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“Extension of Federal Unemployment Tax
Act

“Sec. 543. (a) Effective with respect to re-
muneration paid after December 31, 1960, for
services performed after such date, section
3306(]) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
is amended to read as follows:

“*(]) StaTe, UNITED STATES, AND CITIZEN.—
For purposes of this chapter—

“f(1) StaTE—The term “State” Includes
the District of Columbia and the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico.

“*(2) Untrep StaTeEs—The term “United
States” when used in a geographical sense
includes the States, the District of Colum-
bia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.
An individual who is a citizen of the Com-~
monwealth of Puerto Rico (but not otherwise
a citizen of the United States) shall be con-
sidered, for purposes of this section, as a
citizen of the United States.’

“{b) The unemployment compensation
law of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
shall be considered as meeting the require-
ments of—

“(1) section 3304(a)(2) of the Federal
Unemployment Tax Act, if such law provides
that no compensation is payable with re-
spect to any day of unemployment occurring
before January 1, 1959;

“(2) section 3304(a)(3) of the Federal
Unemployment Tax Act and section 303(a)
(4) of the Soclal Security Act, if such law
contains the provisions required by those
sections and if it requires that, on or before
February 1, 1961, there be pald over to the
Secretary of the Treasury, for credit to the
Puerto Rico account in the Unemployment
Trust Fund, an amount equal to the excess
of—

“{A) the aggregate of the moneys received
in the Puerto Rico unemployment fund be-
fore January 1, 1961, over

“(B) the aggregate of the moneys pald
from such fund before January 1, 1961, as
unemployment compensation or as refunds
of contributions erroneously paid.

“TITLE VI—MEDICAL SERVICES FOR THE AGED
“Establishment of program
“Segc. 601, The Social Security Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new title:

“'TITLE XVI—MEDICAL SERVICES FOR THE AGED

“‘Appropriation

“‘Sec. 1601, For the purpose of enabling
each State, as far as practicable under the
conditions in such State, to assist aged in-
dividuals of low income in meeting their
medical expenses, there is hereby authorized
to be appropriated for each fiscal year a sum
sufficient to carry out the purposes of this
title. The sums made avallable under this
section shall be used for making payments
to States which have submitted, and had ap=-
proved by the Secretary, State plans for med-
ical services for the aged.

“‘State plans

“‘Spc. 1602. (a) A State plan for medical
services for the aged must—

“*(1) provide that it shall be in effect in
all political subdivisions of the State, and,
if administered by them, be mandatory upon
them;

“1(2) provide for financlal participation by
the State;

“*(3) provide for the establishment or
designation of a single State agency to ad-
minister or supervise the administration of
the plan;

“‘(4) provide that medical services with
respect to which payments are made under
the plan shall include both institutional and
noninstitutional medical services;

“*(5) include reasonable standards, con-
sistent with the objectives of this title, for
determining the eligibility of individuals for
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medical benefits under the plan and the
amounts thereof, and provide that no bene-
fits under the plan would be furnished any
individual who is not an eligible individual
(as defined in section 1605);

‘“‘(8) provide that all individuals wishing
to apply for medical benefits under the plan
shall have opportunity to do so, and that
such benefits shall be furnished with rea-
sonable promptness to all individuals mak-
ing application therefor who are eligible for
medical benefits under the plan;

“*(7) provide that no benefits will be
furnished any individual under the plan with
respect to any period with respect to which
he is receiving old-age assistance under the
State plan approved under section 2, aid
to dependent children under the State plan
approved under section 402, aid to the blind
under the State plan approved under sec-
tion 1002, or aid to the permanently and
totally disabled under the State plan ap-
proved under section 1402 (and for purposes
of this paragraph an individual shall not
be deemed to have received such assistance
or ald with respect to any month unless he
received such assistance or aid in the form
of money payments for such month, or in
the form of medical or any other type of
remedial care in such month (without re-
gard to when the expenditures in the form
of such care were made ) );

“4(8) provide that no lien may be imposed
against the property of any Individual prior
to his death on account of benefits pald or
to be paid on his behalf under the plan (ex-
cept pursuant to the judgment of a court
on account of benefits incorrectly paid on
behalf of such individual), and that there
shall be no adjustment or recovery (except,
after the death of such individual and his
surviving spouse, if any, from such individ-
ual’s estate) of any benefits correctly paid
on behalf of any individual under the plan;

“*(9) provide that no enrollment fee, pre-
mium, or similar charge will be imposed as
a condition of any individual's eligibility
for medical benefits under the plan;

“*(10) provide that benefits under the
plan shall not be greater in amount, dura-
tion, or scope than the assistance furnished
under a plan of such State approved under
section 2—

“*(A) in the form of medical or any other
type of remedial care, and

“¢(B) in the form of money payments to
the extent that amounts are included In
such payments because of the medical
needs of the recipients;

“‘(11) provide for granting an oppor-
tunity for a fair hearing before the State
agency to any individual whose claim for
medical benefits under the plan is denied
or is not acted upon with reasonable prompt-
ness;

“*(12) provide such methods of adminis-
tration (including methods relating to the
establishment and maintenance of personnel
standards on a merit basis, except that the
Secretary shall exercise no authority with
respect to the selection, tenure of office, and
compensation of any individual employed. in
accordance with such methods) as are found
by the Secretary to be necessary for the
proper and efficient operation of the plan;

“*(18) provide safeguards which restrict
the use or disclosure of information concern-
ing applicants for and recipients of benefits
under the plan to purposes directly con-
nected with the administration of the plan;

“‘(14) provide for establishment or des-
ignation of a State authority or authorities
which shall be responsible for establishing
and maintaining standards for—

“‘(A) hospitals providing hospital serv-
ices,

“{(B) nursing homes providing skilled
nursing home services, and
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“*(C) agencles providing organized home
care services,
for which expenditures are made under the
plan;
“*(15) Include methods for deter
“*(A) rates of payment for institutional

services, and
“‘(B) schedules of fees or rates of pay-
ment for other medical services,

for which expenditures are made under the

plan;

“*(168) to the extent required by regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary, include
provisions (conforming to such regulations)
with respect to the furnishing of medical
benefits to eligible individuals who are resi-
dents of the State but absent therefrom; and

“*(17) provide that the State agency will
make such reports, in such form and con-
talning such Information, as the Secretary
may from time to time require, and comply
with such provisions as the Secretary may
from time to time find necessary to assure
the correctness and verification of such re-

“‘(b) The Secretary shall approve any
State plan which complies with the require-
ments of subsection (a), except that he shall
not approve any plan which imposes as a
condition of eligibility for medical benefits
under the plan—

“*(1) an age requirement of more than
sixty-five years;

“'(2) any citizenship requirement which
excludes any citizen of the United States; or

#*(3) any resldence requirement which
excludes any individual who resides in the
State.

““*(e) Notwithstanding subsection (b), the
Secretary shall not approve any State plan
for medical services for the aged unless the
State has established to his satisfaction that
the approval and operation of the plan will
not result in a reduction in old-age assistance
under the plan of such State approved under
section 2, aid to dependent children under
the plan of such State approved under sec-
tlon 402, ald to the blind under the plan of
such State approved under section 1002, or
ald to the permanently and totally disabled
under the plan of such State approved under
section 1402.

“‘Payments

‘“‘Sge. 1603, (a) From the sums appro-
priated therefor, there shall be pald to each
State which has a plan approved under sec-
tion 1602, for each calendar guarter, begin-
nlnglge with the quarter commencing July 1,

1—

““(1) in the case of any State other than
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands, and Guam, an amount equal to
the Federal percentage (as defined in section
1101(a) (8)) of the total amounts expended
during such quarter for medical benefits
under the State plan;

“9(2) in the case of the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam,
an amount equal to one-half of the total
amounts expended during such gquarter for
medical benefits under the State plan; and

*“¢(3) in the case of any Btate, an amount
equal to one-half of the total of the sums
expended during such quarter as found nec-
essary by the Becretary for the proper and
efficlent administration of the State plan;
except that there shall not be counted as an
expenditure for purposes of paragraph (1)
or (2) any amount expended for an indi-
widual during a benefit year of such in-
dividual—

**(A) for inpatient hospital services after
expenditures have been made for the cost
of 120 days of such services for such indi-
vidual during such year, or

**(B) for laboratory and X-ray services
(which do not constitute inpatient hospital
services) after expenditures of $200 have
been made for such individual during such
year, or
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“*(C) for prescribed drugs {which do not
constitute inpatient hospital services) after
expenditures of $200 have been made for
such Individual during such year.

“*(b) Prior to the beginning of each
quarter, the Secretary shall estimate the
amounts to be pald to each State under
subsection (a) for such quarter, such estl-
mates to be based on (1) a report filed by
the State contalning its estimate of the total
sum to be expended in such quarter in ac-
cordance with the provisions of such sub-
section, and stating the amount appropri-
ated or made available by the State and its
political subdivislons for such expenditures
in such quarter, and if such amount is less
than the State's proportionate share of the
total sum of such estimated expenditures,
the source or sources from which the dif-
ference is expected to be derived, and (2)
such other investigation as the Secretary
may find necessary. The amount so esti-
mated, reduced or increased to the extent of
any overpayment or underpayment which
the Secretary determines was made under
this sectlon to such State for any prior
quarter and with respect to which adjust-
ment has not already been made under this
subsection, shall then be pald to the State,
through the disbursing facilities of the
Treasury Department, in such installments
as the Secretary may determine. The re-
ductions under the preceding sentence shall
include the pro rata share to which the
United States ls equitably entitled, as de-
termined by the Secretary, of the net amount
recovered by the State or any political sub-
division thereof with respect to medical
benefits furnished under the State plan.

“‘Operation of State plans

“ 'Sgc. 1604, If the Secretary, after rea-
sonable notice and opportunity for hearing
to the State agency administering or super-
vising the administration of any State plan
which has been approved by him under sec-
tion 1602, finds—

*“*(1) that the plan has been so changed
that it no longer complies with the provi-
sions of section 1602, or

“*(2) that in the administration of the
plan there is a fallure to comply substan-
tially with any such provision,
the Secretary shall notify such State agency
that further payments will not be made to
the State under section 1603 (or, in his dis-
cretion, that payments will be limited to
parts of the plan not affected by such non-
compliance) until the Secretary is satisfied
that there is no longer any such noncompli-
ance. Untll he is so0 satisfied, no further pay-
ments shall be made to such State under
section 1603 (or payments shall be limited
to parts of the plan not affected by such
noncompliance). For purposes of this sec-
tion, a plan shall be treated as having been so
changed that it no longer complies with the
provisions of section 1602 if at any time
the Secretary determines that, were such
plan to be submitted at such time for ap-
proval, he would be barred from approving
such plan by reason of section 1602(c).

“ ‘Eligible individuals

**Sgc. 1605. For the purposes of this title,
the term “eligible Individual” means any in-
dividual—

“*(1) who is sixty-five years of age or over,
and

“*(2) whose income and resources, taking
into account his other living requirements as
determined by the State, are insufficient to
meet the cost of his medical services.

" ‘Benefits

“ ‘Sec. 1606. For the purpose of this title—

“*(a) The term “medical benefits” means
payment of part or all of the cost of med-
ical services on behalf of ellgible individuals.

“*(b) (1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), the term "“medical services” means the
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following to the extent determined by the
physician to be medically necessary:

“‘(A) inpatlent hospital services;

“*(B) skilled nursing-home services;

" '(C) physiclans’ services;

“*(D) outpatient hospital services;

“*(E) organized home care services;

“*(F) private duty nursing services;

“'(G) therapeutic services;

‘“*(H) major dental treatment;

“*(I) laboratory and X-ray services; and

“*(J) prescribed drugs.

"“¥(2) The term “medical services” does
not include—

“*(A) services for any individual who is an
inmate of a public institution (except as a
patlent in a medical institution) or any in-
dividual who is a patient in an institution
for tuberculosis or mental diseases; or

“f(B) services for any individual who Is a
patient in a medical institution as a result of
a diagnosis of tuberculosis or psychosls, with
respect to any perlod after the Individual
has been a patient in such an institution, as
a result of such diagnosis, for forty-two days.

“*(c) The term “Inpatient hospital serv-
ices” means the following items furnished
to an inpatient by a hospital:

“‘(1) Bed and board (at a rate not in ex-
cess of the rate for semiprivate accommo-
dations);

**(2) Physicians’ services; and

“*(3) Nursing services, interns' services,
laboratory and X-ray services, ambulance
service, and other services, drugs, and appli-
ances related to his care and treatment
(whether furnished directly by the hospital
or, by arrangement, through other persons).

“*{d) The term *“skilled nursing home
services” means the following items fur-
nished to an inpatient in a nursing home:

“*(1) Skilled nursing care provided by a
registered professional nurse or & licensed
practical nurse which is prescribed by, or
performed under the general direction of, a
physician;

‘(2) Medical care and other services re-
lated to such skilled nursing care; and

“'(3) Bed and board in connection with
the furnishing of such skilled nursing care.

“‘(e) The term ‘“physiclans’ services”
means services provided in the exercise of his
profession in any State by a physleian li-
censed in such State; and the term “physl-
cian” includes a physician within the mean-
ing of section 1101(a) (7).

“*(f) The term “outpatient hospital serv-
ices” means medical and surgical care fur-
nished by a hospital to an individual as an
outpatient.

“‘(g) The term *“organized home care
services” means visiting nurse services and
physiclans’ services, and services related
thereto, which are prescribed by a physician
and are provided in the home through a
public or private nonprofit agency operated
in accordance with medical policies estab-
lished by one or more physiclans (who are
responsible for supervising the execution of
such policies) to govern such services.

“‘(h) The term “private duty nursing
services” means nursing care provided in the
home by a registered professlonal nurse or
licensed practical nurse, under the general
direction of a physician, to a patient requir-
ing nursing care on a full-time basis.

“*(1) The term ‘therapeutic services”
means services prescribed by a physician for
the treatment of disease or injury by physi-
cal nonmedical means, including retraining
for the loss of speech.

“‘(J) The term “major dental treatment"
means services provided by a dentist, in the
exercise of his profession, with respect to a
condition of an individual's teeth, oral cav-
ity, or assoclated parts which has seriously
affected, or may seriously affect, his general
health. As used in the preceding sentence,
the term “dentist” means a person licensed
to practice dentistry or dental surgery in the
State where the services are provided.
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“i(k) The term “laboratory and X-ray
services"” Includes only such services pre-
scribed by a physiclan,

“4(1) The term “prescribed drugs" means
medicines which are prescribed by & physi-
cian.

“‘(m) The term “hospital” means a hos-
pital (other than a mental or tuberculosis
hospital) licensed as such by the State In
which it is located or, in the case of a State
hospital, approved by the licensing agency of
the State.

“*(n) The term “nursing home" means a
nursing home which is licensed as such by
the State in which it is located, and which
(1) is operated in connection with a hospital
or (2) has medical policles established by
one or more physicians (who are responsible
for supervising the execution of such poll-
cles) to govern the skilled nursing care and
related medical care and other services which
it provides.

“‘Benefit year

“‘gpo. 1607. For the purposes of this title,
the term “benefit year” means, with respect
to any individual, a period of 12 consecutive
calendar months as designated by the State
agency for the purposes of this title in ac-
cordance with regulations prescribed by the
Secretary. Subject to regulations prescribed
by the Secretary, the State plan may permit
the extension of a benefit year in order to
avold hardship.’

“Improvement of medical care for old-age
assistance recipients

“Sec, 602. (a) Section 3(a) of the Soclal
Security Act is amended by striking out ‘and
(3) in the case of any State,’ and inserting
in lleu thereof the following: ‘and (3) In the
case of any State which is gualified for such
quarter (as determined under subsection (c)
(1)), an amount equal to 5 per centum of the
total of the sums expended during such
quarter as old-age assistance under the State
plan in the form of medical or any other
type of remedial care, not counting so much
of any expenditure with respect to any month
as exceeds whichever of the following is the
smaller—

“‘(A) 85 multiplled by the total number
of recipients of old-age assistance for such
month, or

“*(B) the additional expendliture per re-
ciplent of old-age asslstance for such month
(as determined under subsection (c)(2)),
multiplied by the total number of reciplents
of old-age assistance for such month;
and (4) In the case of any State,’.

“(b) Section 3 of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

““(¢) (1) For the purposes of clause (3) of
subsection (a), & State shall be qualified
for a quarter if the State agency of such
State has submitted, In or prior to such
quarter (but in no event prior to the quar-
ter in which this subsection is enacted), a
modification of the plan of such State ap-
proved under this title which the Secretary
is satisfled would result in a significant im-
provement in old-age assistance in the form
of medical or any other type of remedial care
under the plan, except that in no event may
a State be qualified for a quarter prior to the
first quarter for which such modification is
effective. Any determination under the pre-
ceding sentence with respect to any modifi-
cation of a State plan shall be based on a
comparison with old-age assistance in the
form of medical or any other type of reme-
dial care, if any, under the plan during the
guarter prior to the quarter in which this
subsection was enacted, and in making such
determination the Secretary shall take into
account the extent to which there would be
any reduction in amounts previously in-
cluded because of medical needs in old-age
assistance under the plan in the form of
money payments. Such State shall cease to
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be qualified for any quarter occurring (1)
after the guarter in which the Secretary de-
termines, after notice and opportunity for
hearing to the State agency administering
or supel the administration of the
State plan of such State, that the improve-
ment referred to in the first sentence of this
subsection has (through a change in the
plan or in its administration) ceased to be a
slgnificant improvement, and (2) prior to
the quarter in which such State again quall-
fles as provided in the preceding sentences.

“*(2) For the purposes of clause (3)(B)
of subsection (a), the additional expendi-
ture per reciplent of old-age assistance in
any State for any month means the excess
of—

“‘(A) the quotient obtained by dividing
the total of the sums expended in such
months as old-age assistance under the State
plan in the form of medical or any other type
of remedial care by the total number of
recipients of old-age assistance under such
plan for such month, over

“‘(B) the quotient obtained by dividing
the total of the sums expended in the last
month which ended prior to the enactment
of this paragraph as old-age assistance under
the State plan in the form of medical or any
other type of remedial care by the total num-
ber of recipients of old-age assistance under
such plan for such month.'

“(c) Section 6 of such Act Is amended by
striking out ‘but does not include’ and all
that follows and inserting in lleu thereof
‘but does not include—

“*‘(1) any such paynrents to or care in
behalf of any individual who is an inmate
of a public institution (except as a patient
in a medical institution) or any individual
who is a patient in an institution for tuber-
culosis or mental diseases, or

“*(2) any such payments to any individ-
ual who has been diagnosed as having tuber-
culosis or psychosis and is a patient in a
medical institution as a result thereof, or

**(3) any such care in behalf of any indi-
vidual, who is a patient in a medical insti-
tution as a result of a dlagnosis that he has
tuberculosis or psychosis, with respect to any
period after the individual has been a patient
in such an institution, as a result of such
diagnosis, for forty-two days.'

“{(d) The amendments made by subsec-
tions (a) and (b) shall be effective only with
respect to calendar gquarters commencing on
or after October 1, 1960. The amendment
made by subsection (c¢) shall be effective
only with respect to calendar quarters com-
mencing on or after July 1, 1861.

“Planning grants to States

“Sec. 603. (a) For the purpose of assisting
the States to make plans and initiate admin-
istrative arrangements preparatory to par-
ticipation in the Federal-State program of
medical services for the aged authorized by
title XVI of the Social Security Act, there
are hereby authorized to be appropriated for
making grants to the States such sums as
the Congress may determine.

*“(b) A grant under this section to any
State shall be made only upon application
therefor which Is submitted by a State
agency designated by the State to carry out
the purpose of this section and is approved
by the Secretary. No such grant for any
State may exceed 50 per centum of the cost
of carrying out such purpose in accordance
with such applieation.

*{c) Payment of any grant under this sec-
tion may be made in advance or by way of
relmbursement, and in such installments, as
the Secretary may determine. The aggre-
gate amount paid to any State under this
section shall not exceed $50,000.

“(d) Appropriations pursuant to this sec-
tion shall remain available for grants under
this section only until the close of June 30,
1962; and any part of such a grant which
has been pald to a State prior to the close of
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June 30, 1962, but has not been used or obli-
gated by such State for carrying out the
purpose of this section prior to the close of
such date, shall be returned to the United
Btates.

“(e) As used in this section, the term
‘State’ includes the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and Guam.

“Technical amendment

“Sec. 604. Effective July 1, 1861, section
1101(a) (1) of the Soclal Becurity Act (as
amended by section 541 of this Act) 1is
amended by striking out ‘and XIV' and In-
gerting in lieu thereof ‘XIV, and XVT'.

On page 195, after line 5, to insert:

“TITLE VI—MEDICAL SERVICES FOR THE AGED
“Amendments to title I of the Social Security
Act

“SEc. 601. (a) The heading of title I of
the Soclal Security Act is amended to read
as follows:

“ ‘TITLE T—GRANTS TO STATES FOR OLD-AGE AB-
SISTANCE AND MEDICAL ASSISTANCE FOR THE
AGED’

“(b) Sections 1 and 2 of such Act are
amended to read as follows:

“*‘Appropriation

“S8ectioN 1. For the purpose (a) of enabling
each Btate as far as practicable under the
conditions in such State, to furnish financial
assistance to aged needy individuals and of
encouraging each State, as far as practicable
under such conditions, to help such indi-
viduals attaln self-care, and (b) of enabling
each State, as far as practicable under the
conditions in such State, to furnish medical
assistance on behalf of aged individuals who
are not reciplents of old-age assistance but
whose income and resources are insufficlent
to meet the costs of necessary medical serv-
ices, there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for each fiscal year a sum sufficient
to carry out the purposes of this title. The
sums made available under this section shall
be used for making payments to States which
have submitted, and had approved by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘Secretary’),
Btate plans for old-age assistance, or for
medical assistance for the aged, or for old-
age assistance and medical assistance for the
aged.

“rState old-age and medical assistance plans

“*‘Skc. 2. (a) A State plan for old-age as-
slstance, or for medical assistance for the
aged, or for old-age asslstance and medical
assistance for the aged must—

*“*(1) provide that it shall be in effect in
all political subdivisions of the State, and,
if administered by them, be mandatory upon
them;

“f(2) provide for financial participation
by the State which shall, effective January 1,
1962, extend to all aspects of the State plan;

**(3) either provide for the establishment
or designation of a single State agency to
administer the plan, or provide for the estab-
lishment or designation of a single State
agency to supervise the administration of
the plan;

“'(4) provide for granting an opportunity
for a fair hearing before the State agency
to any individual whose claim for assistance
under the plan 1s denied or is not acted upon
with reasonable promptness;

“1(5) provide such methods of adminis-
tration (including methods relating to the
establishment and maintenance of personnel
standards on a merit basis, except that the
Secretary shall exercise no authority with
respect to the selectlon, tenure of office, and
compensation of any individual employed in
accordance with such methods) as are found
by the Secretary to be necessary for the
proper and efficlent operation of the plan;
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“1(g) provide that the State agency will
make such reports, in such form and con-
taining such information, as the Secretary
may from time to time require, and com-
ply with such provisions as the Secretary
may from time to time find necessary to
assure the correctness and verification of
such reports;

* £(7) provide safeguards which restrict the
use or disclosure of information concerning
applicants and recipients to purposes di-
rectly connected with the administration
of the State plan;

“¢(8) provide that all individuals wish-
ing to make application for assistance under
the plan shall have opportunity to do so, and
that such assistance shall be furnished with
reasonable promptness to all eligible indi-
viduals;

“f(9) if the State plan includes old-age
assistance—

“*(A) provide that the State agency shall,
in determining need for such assistance, take
into consideration any other income and re-
sources of an individual claiming old-age as-
sistance;

“f(B) provide reasonable standards, con-
glstent with the objectives of this title, for
determining eligibility for and the extent
of such assistance;

“*‘(C) provide a description of the serv-
ices (if any) which the State agency makes
available to applicants for and recipients of
such assistance to help them attain self-care,
including a description of the steps taken to
assure, in the provision of such services,
maximum utilization of other agencies pro-
viding similar or related services;

*“*(10) provide, if the plan includes pay-
ments of old-age assistance to individuals in
private or public institutions, for the estab-
lishment or designation of a State authority
or authorities which shall be responsible for
establishing and maintalning standards for
such institutions;

**(11) if the State plan includes medical
assistance for the aged—

“*(A) provide for inclusion of some in-
stitutional and some noninstitutional care
and services;

“*(B) provide that no enrollment fee,
premium, or similar charge will be imposed
as a condition of any individual's eligibility
for medical assistance for the aged under
the plan;

“*(C) provide for inclusion, to the extent
required by regulations prescribed by the
Secretary, of provisions (conforming to such
regulations) with respect to the furnishing
of such assistance to individuals who are
resldents of the State but are absent there-
from;

“*(D) Include reasonable standards, con-
sistent with the objectives of this title, for
determining eligibility for and the extent of
such assistance:

“*(E) provide that no llen may be im-
posed against the property of any individual
prior to his death on account of medical
assistance for the aged pald or to be paid
on his behalf under the plan (except pur-
suant to the judgment of a court on account
of benefits incorrectly paid on behalf of such
individual), and that there shall be no ad-
Jjustment or recovery (except, after the death
of such individual and his surviving spouse,
if any, from such individual's estate) of any
medical assistance for the aged correctly
paid on behalf of such individual under the
plan.

“‘(b) The Secretary shall approve any
plan which fulfills the conditions specified
in subsection (a), except that he shall not
approve any plan which imposes, as a con-
dition of eligibility for assistance under the
plan—

“f(1) an age requirement of more than
sixty-five years; or

“*(2) any residence requirement which
(A) in the case of applicants for old-age as-
sistance, excludes any resident of the State
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who has reslded therein five years during
the nine years immediately preceding the
application for old-age assistance and has
resided therein continuously for one year
immediately preceding the application, and
(B) in the case of applicants for medical
assistance for the aged, excludes any indi-
vidual who resides in the State; or

**(3) any citizenship requirement which
excludes any citizen of the United States.'

“(¢) Bection 3{a) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

“‘Sec. 8. (a) From the sums appropriated
therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury shall
pay to each State which has a plan approved
under this title, for each quarter, beginning
with the quarter commencing October 1,
1960—

“*(1) in the case of any State other than
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam,
an amount equal to the sum of the follow-
ing proportions of the total amounts ex-
pended during such quarter as old-age assist-
ance under the State plan (including expen-
ditures for insurance premiums for medical
or any other type of remedial care or the
cost thereof)—

“{A) four-fifths of such expenditures, not
counting so much of any expenditure with
respect to any month as exceeds the product
of $30 multiplied by the total number of
reciplents of old-age assistance for such
month (which total number, for purposes of
this subsection, means (1) the number of
individuals who received old-age assistance
in the form of money payments for such
month, plus (ii) the number of other in-
dividuals with respect to whom expenditures
were made in such month as old-age assist-
ance in the form of medical or any other type
of remedial care); plus

“*'(B) the Federal percentage (as defined
in section 1101(a)(8)) of the amount by
which such expenditures exceed the maxi-
mum which may be counted under clause
(A), not counting so much of any expendi-
ture with respect to any month as exceeds
the product of $65 multiplied by the total
number of such recipients of old-age assist-
ance for such month; plus

“*(C) the larger of the following: (i) the
Federal medical percentage (as defilned in
section 6(c)) of the amount by which such
expenditures exceed the maximum which
may be counted under clause (B), not count-
ing so much of any expenditure with respect
to any month as exceeds (I) the product of
$77 multiplied by the total number of such
reciplents of old-age assistance for such
month, or (II) if smaller, the total expended
as old-age assistance in the form of medical
or any other type of remedial care with re-
spect to such month plus the product of $85
multiplied by such total number of such
recipients, or (il) 16 per centum of the total
of the sums expended during such quarter as
old-age assistance under the State plan in
the form of medical or any other type of
remedial care, not counting so much of any
expenditure with respect to any month as
exceeds the product of $12 multiplied by the
total number of such recipients of old-age
assistance for such month; and

**(2) in the case of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and Guam, an amount egual to—

“*‘(A) one-half of the total of the sums
expended during such quarter as old-age
assistance under the State plan (including
expenditures for insurance premiums for
medical or any other type of remedial care
or the cost thereof), not counting so much
of any expenditure with respect to any month
as exceeds $35 multipled by the total num-
ber of recipients of old-age assistance for
such month; plus

**(B) the larger of the following amounts:
(1) one-half of the amount by which such
expenditures exceed the maximum which
may be counted under clause (A), not
counting so much of any expenditure with
respect to any month as exceeds (I) the
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product of $41 multiplied by the total num-
ber of such recipients of old-age assistance
for such month, or (II) if smaller, the total
expended as old-age assistance in the form
of medieal or any other type of remedial
care with respect to such month plus the
product of $36 multiplied by the total num-
ber of such recipients, or (ii) 15 per centum
of the total of the sums expended during
such quarter as old-age assistance under the
State plan in the form of medical or any
other type of remedial care, not counting so
much of any expenditure with respect to any
month as exceeds the product of $6 multi-
plied by the total number of such recipients
of old-age assistance for such month; and

“*(3) in the case of any State, an amount
equal to the Federal medical percentage (as
defined in section 6(c) of the total amounts
expended during such quarter as medical
assistance for the aged under the  State
plan; and

“‘(4) in the case of any State, an amount
equal to one-half of the total of the sums
expended during such quarter as found nec-
essary by the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare for the proper and efficient ad-
ministration of the State plan, including
services which are provided by the staff of
the State agency (or of the local agency
administering the State plan in the political
subdivision) to applicants for and reciplents
of old-age assistance to help them attain
self-care.’

“(d) Section 3(b)(2)(B) of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘old-age assistance’
and Inserting in lieu thereof ‘assistance’.

“(e) Section 4 of such Act is amended by
striking out ‘State plan for old-age assist-
ance which has been approved' and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘State plan which has been
approved under this title’.

“(f) (1) SBection 6 of such Act iz amended
(A) by striking out ‘tuberculosis or psy-
chosis’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘pul-
monary tuberculosis or psychosis’, (B) by
striking out *(a)’ and inserting in lieu there-
of “(1)’, and (C) by striking out ‘(b)' and
inserting ‘(2)' in lieu thereof.

“{2) Section 6 Is further amended by in-
serting ‘fa)’ immediately after ‘Sec. 6. and
by adding after such section 6 the following
new subsections:

“‘(b) For purposes of this title, the term
‘medical assistance for the aged’ means pay-
ment of part or all of the cost of the follow-
ing care and services for individuals sixty-
five years of age or older who are not re-
cipients of old-age assistance but whose in-
come and resources are insufficient to meet
all of such cost—

“*(1) inpatient hospital services;

**(2) skilled nursing-home services;

“‘(3) physicians’ services;

“‘(4) outpatient hospital or clinic services;

“‘(5) home health care services;

*“‘(6) private duty nursing services;

“*(7) physical therapy and related serv-
ices;

“*(8) dental services;

“*(9) laboratory and X-ray services;

*“*(10) prescribed drugs, eyeglasses, den-
tures, and prosthetic devices;

““*(11) diagnostic, screening, and preven-
tive services; and

“*(12) any other medical care or remedial
care recognized under State law;
except that such term shall not include any
payments with respect to care or services for
any individual who is an inmate of a public
institution (except as a patient in a medical
institution) or any individual (A) who is a
patient in an institution for tuberculosis or
mental diseases, or (B) who has been
diagnosed as having pulmonary tuberculosis
or psychosis and is a patient in a mediecal in-
stitution as a result thereof.

“*(e) For purposes of this title, the term
‘Federal medical percentage’ for any State
shall be 100 per centum less the State per-
centage; and the State percentage shall be
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that percentage which bears the same ratio
to 50 per centum as the square of the per
capita income of such State bears to the
square of the per capifa income of the con-
tinental United States (including Alaska)
and Hawail; except that (1) the Federal med-
ical percentage shall in no case be less than

50 per centum or more than 80 per centum,

and (ii) the Federal medical percentage for

Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam

shall be 60 per centum. The Federal med-

ical percentage for any State shall be de-
termined and promulgated in accordance
with the provisions of subparagraph (B) of
section 1101(a) (8) (other than the proviso
at the end thereof); except thAt the Secre-
tary shall, as soon as possible after enact-
ment of the Social Security Amendments of

1860, determine and promulgate the Federal

medical percentage for each State—

“*(1) for the perlod beginning October 1,
1960, and ending with the close of June 30,
1861, which promulgation shall be based on
the same data with respect to per capita in-
come as the data used by the Secretary in
promulgating the Federal percentage (under
section 1101(a) (8)) for such State for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1961 (which
promulgation of the Federal medical per-
centage shall be conclusive for such period),
and

**(2) for the period beginning July 1, 1961,
and ending with the close of June 30, 1963,
which promulgation shall be based on the
same data with respect to per caplta income
as the data used by the Secretary In pro-
mulgating the Federal percentage (under
sectlon 1101(a) (8)) for such State for such
period (which promulgation of the Federal
medical percentage shall be conclusive for
such period).’

“Increase in limitations on assistance pay-
ment to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
and Guam
“Sec. 602. Section 1108 of the Soclal Se-

curity Act is amended by—

“(1) striking out ‘$8,500,000" and inserting
in lleu thereof ‘$9,000,000, of which $500,000
may be used only for payments certified with
res| to section 3(a) (2)(B)"

“(2) striking out ‘$300,000' and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘$315,000, of which $15,000
may be used only for payments certified in
respect to section 3(a) (2) (B)’;

“(3) striking out '$400,000" and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘$420,000, of which $20,000
may be used only for payments certified in

to section 3(a) (2)(B)"; and

“(4) striking out ‘titles I, IV, X, and
XIV', and inserting in lleu thereof ‘titles I
(other than section 3(a)(3) thereof), IV, X,
and XIV'.

“Technical amendment

“Sec. 603. (a) Section 618 of the Revenue
Act of 1951 (65 Stat. 569) is amended by
striking out ‘title I' and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘title I (other than section 3(a) (3)
thereof)’.

(b) The amendment made by subsectlon
(a) shall take effect October 1, 1960.

“Effective dates

“Sec, 604. The amendments made by sec-
tion 601 of this Act shall take effect Octo-
ber 1, 1960, and the amendments made by
section 602 shall be effective with respect to
fiscal years ending after 1960."”

Under the heading "TrrLe VII—MISCELLA-
NEOUS", on page 213, line 10, after “Sgc. 704.”,
to strike out “(a)™; after line 23, to strike
out: “(b) Section 116 of the Social Security
Amendments of 1956 is further amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“*(f) The Advisory Council appointed
under subsection (e) during 1963 shall, in
addition to the other findings and recom-
mendations it is required to make, include In
its report its findings and recommendations
with respect to extensions of the coverage of
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the old age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance program, the adequacy of benefits under
the program, and all other aspects of the
programs.’ ”

On page 214, line 11, after the word “Med-
fcal”, to strike out '‘Services” and insert
“Assistance”; in line 16, after the word “Med-
ical”, to strike out "Services" and insert
“Assistance”; in line 23, after the word “med-
ical”, to strike out *“services” and insert
“assistance”; on page 215, line 4, after the
word “medical”, to strike out “services” and
insert “assistance'”; on page 217, line 14, after
the word “of”, to strike out *$20,000,000"
and insert *“$25,000,000", and on page 220,
after line 13, to insert:

“Aid to the blind

“Sec, 710. (a) Effective for the period be-
ginning with the first day of the calendar
quarter which begins after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, and ending June 30, 1961,
clause (8) of section 1002(a) of the Soclal
Security Act is amended to read as follows
‘(8) provide that the State agency thall, In
determining need, take into consideration
any other income and resources of the indi-
vidual claiming aid to the blind; except that,
in making such determination, the State
agency shall disregard elther (i) the first 850
per month of earned income, or (il) the first
81,000 per annum of earned income plus
one-half of earned income in excess of 1,000
per annum:;’.

“(b) Effective July 1, 1961, clause (8) of
such section 1002(a) Is amended to read as
follows: ‘(8) provide that the State agency
shall, in determining need, take into consid-
eration any other income and resources of
the individual claiming aid to the blind;
except that, in making such determination,
the State agency shall disregard the first
1,000 per annum of earned income plus one-
half of earned income in excess of $1,000 per
annum;’."™

Mr. JAVITS obtained the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator from Virginia for
allowing me to get the floor, so that I
might, as early as convenient, speak on
a very important, principal amendment
which I desire to offer to the bill. I
desire to express my appreciation to him.
Everyone knows that the distinguished
Senator from Virginia could have prior
recognition to almost any Member of this
body except the leaders. I simply wished
to call attention to that fact.

Mr. President, I send to the desk sun-
dry amendments to the bill, and ask that
they lie on the desk and be printed, un-
der the rule. I submit the amendments
on behalf of myself and my colleague
from New York [Mr. Keating]. The
amendments relate to the social security
and unemployment compensation aspects
of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, and will lie
on the table and will be printed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I also
send to the desk, on behalf of myself, the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER],
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Scorr], the Senator from Vermont [Mr,
AIgEN], the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
Foncl, the Senator from New York [Mr.
KeaTtinGg], the Senator from California
[Mr. KucuEL], the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. Prouryl, and the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL],
as cosponsors, an amendment to which I
shall address my remarks. I ask that the
gtlmdment be printed and lie on the
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, and will be
printed and will lie on the table.

Mr. KERR. Mr., President, will the
Senator from New York yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the con-
sideration of the bill amending the Social
Security Act, on Monday and thereafter,
Miss Helen E. Livingston and Mr. Fred-
erick B. Arner, assigned to the staff of
the Finance Committee, have the priv-
ilege of the floor, in order to be available
as sources of information to Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma include in his
request the chief actuary of the Social
Security Administration?

Mr. KERR. I thought that had
already been done. But, if not, I am
happy to include in the request Mr.
Robert J. Myers.

Mr. JAVITS. I point out that the re-
quest in regard to Mr. Myers applied
only to today, whereas I believe it desir-
able that he have the privilege of the
floor during all of this debate.

Mr. KEERR. Certainly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the ma-
jor principle underlying all the measures
in this field that now are before us is
now generally accepted—namely, that
Federal aid is necessary to provide our
citizens over 65 with adequate health
care. Practically all Members of the
Senate are agreed on this point, Mr.
President. The question before us now
really is how shall we do it, not whether
we shall do it at all. If there was any
question about this, it was settled in the
policy planks adopted at the recent na-
tional conventions by both parties. The
Republican Party is pledged to the
adoption of a contributory health pro-
gram for the aged with Federal aid to
give protection against burdensome
costs of health care, and with the bene-
ficiaries having the option of purchasing
private health insurance. The Demo-
cratic Party pledge calls for the use of
the contributory machinery of the Social
Security System to cover hospitalization
and other high cost medical services.

Today, I wish to describe the amend-
ment I have sent to the desk, to be
printed and to lie on the table. I hope
to call up the amendment before I con-
clude my remarks. It is submitted by
me, and is jointly sponsored by eight
other Senators I have named; and I be-
lieve our amendment is the best means
for accomplishing at this session Federal
aid for health care for our older citizens.
In that connection, I emphasize the
words “at this session.” The principles
of this amendment are incorporated in
the bill introduced by me, with Senators
CoopPER, Scorr, Fone, AIKEN, KEATING,
and FrouTY, as cosponsors, and in the
administration bill introduced by Sena-
tor SavtowsrtaLL. I should like to point
out that we have now arrived at a point,
with the Senator from Massachusetts
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[Mr. SaLToNsTALL], where my bhasic posi-
tion on this bill has been combined with
that of the administration, which had
put forward its own bill by means of
the Senator from Massachusetts; and
therefore I am offering this measure as
a reconciliation of both points of view.

This amendment provides basic pre-
ventive care, regardless of whether the
recipient is on social security, at a rea-
sonable cost to the Federal and State
Governments. It covers all over 65 of
modest income; it gives preventive care,
including private physicians services; it
preserves the existing relation between
doctor and patient; it encourages exist-
ing medical plans; and it assures fiscal
security and responsibility.

First, I should like to point out that I
have not newly arrived at these princi-
ples, nor have my colleagues. As far
back as 1949, over a decade ago, I in-
troduced in the Congress a National
Health Act. My cosponsors include—
interestingly enough—Vice President
Nixon, then a Member of the House of
Representatives, and Secretary of State
Herter, who, also, was then a Member of
the House of Representatives, together
with Senator Case, Senator Scott, and
Senator Morton, who likewise at that
time were Members of the House, and
now are Members of this body—as events
have turned out, a rather impressive
group of cosponsors.

The principles of the National Health
Act were the same as the principles
which I and my cosponsors are now
espousing in this amendment. The 1949
bill—and, incidentally, let me say that
when I first came to this body, that bill
was sponsored by Senator Ives, of New
York—rested on the basic principle that
Federal and State resources should be
used to make available membership in
voluntary prepayment plans to everyone,
regardless of age or financial condition,
and scaled to the subscribers’ actual in-
come, rather than to a flat-rate pre-
mium. Government funds would be
used to make up the difference between
the aggregate subscribers’ payments and
the actual cost of furnishing health serv-
jces benefits to extend beyond hospital
and major medical care. This bill was
introduced as an alternative to the then
Ewing health plan, which many will
recall.

Mr, President, the amendment which
I have just now had printed is the only
one before us which places the emphasis
where it belongs; namely, on preventive
care. I wish to emphasize that point;
and I repeat that this amendment is the
only one which places the emphasis on
medical care, which is where the em-
phasis belongs. Under the option set
forth in my amendment, provision is
made, 8s & minimum—and it is a mini-
mum; and in a moment I shall explain
what I mean in that connection—for 12
home or office visits by a physician; the
first $100 of ambulatory, diagnostic, lab=-
oratory or X-ray services; 24 visiting
home nurse service calls as prescribed by
g physician; and when necessary—and,
Mr. President, I wish to point out that
by the words “when necessary,” I mean
on the certification of a physician—21
days of hospital or equivalent nursing
home care. These are benefits based on
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actual need as shown in U.S. medical use
statisties for our older citizens.

This is a first cost program which puts
the individual in a position where he can
obtain protection in advance of the haz-
ards of chronic illness, Everyone 65
years of age or over is eligible to sub-
scribe, if his income reported for income
tax is not over $3,000 a year, for a single
person, and $4,500 for couples, and if he
is not a beneficiary for medical care un-
der the other provisions of the main
bill—in other words, if he is not a re-
cipient of old-age assistance payments
or if he is not among the medically needy
who already are covered by the Kerr-
Frear amendments which now are be-
fore us.

There is no deductibility and there is
no coinsurance for basic preventive care
coverage. The subscriber gefs the bene-
fit of it at once, as soon as he needs it;
and, most importantly, the program is
fully adequate, from a medical point of
view, for the average health care needs
of the older citizens.

By giving priority to preventive care,
as sound medical practice dictates, we do
not run the danger of overutilization of
hospital and other institutional facilities.

I digress to point out I cannot con-
ceivably overemphasize that danger. I
point out the approach which is taken in
the Anderson amendment—sincere as I
know it is, and laudable in every sense,
because I know Senators concerned in it
are just as sincere to do something in
this field as I am—the Anderson amend-
ment nevertheless concentrates upon
hospital care. Anyone who has had ex-
perience with hospital institutions,
especially in the big cities, and I under-
stand even in smaller places in other
parts of the country than my own, knows
they are already chock full. There are
already waiting lists and waiting lines.
To add this staggering responsibility,
therefore—that in order to get benefits a
person just has to go to a hospital—will
break down the whole system. I can
think of nothing more cruel than to offer
to our elderly people a plan which we
know in advance had this basic defect.

On the other hand, physicians’ care
is practical and simple to obtain, and
physicians are not compelled to send
their patients to hospitals in order to get
the treatment they need. The other
provisions all are designed to further the
objectives of preventive medical care,
despite the wide variation in medical
facilities in each of the 50 States.

Again, I should like to emphasize an-
other strong point of our amendment.
It is based on what can be done in every
State separately, treating the State as a
unit. This, too, will take account of the
medical facilities and capabilities in each
State, so that what we promise an indi-
vidual we will perform.

For the individual described, who
feels that he can pay for his own pre-
ventive care, but wants to protect him-
self against a lengthy illness, there is an
option enabling him to subsecribe to a
plan to pay for major portions of the
cost of long-term, catastrophic, or other
expensive illness. This, it will be re-
called, was essentially the administra-
tion’s approach, which I have now added
to my original bill.
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This alternative plan provides for a
minimum of 120 days of hospitalization,
up to a year of skilled nursing-home
services, and of organized home health
care services, and for surgical services in
the hospital—any or all to the extent of
80 percent of the cost of the services
after incurring expenses of $250 for any
or all of such services in any one year.
In other words, it is a coinsurance and
deductible plan of 80 percent and $250,
but the State is free to reduce the de-
ductibility factor in the plan it offers.

I wish to emphasize that both of the
service benefit packages which I have de-
scribed for preventive care and for cata-
strophic illness establish minimum bene-
fits. The maximums are regulated only
by the amount of money which the Fed-
eral-Government will contribute as its
share; and I will come to the financial
details in a few moments.

In addition to the two options which I
have described for the individual, there
is a third option: A covered individual
over 656 who does not enroll in a State
administered medical plan may receive
50 percent of his premium expense for a
private health insurance policy approved
by the State, but not in excess of $60 a
year.

These three options are available to all
over 65 with incomes under the maxi-
mum set forth, except those receiving
benefits under the old-age assistance
program. I refer to the Kerr-Frear pro-
visions.

It is estimated that, aside from 2.4
million over 65 receiving old-age assist-
ance, coverage under our amendment
will be available to 11 million of those
over 656. That excepts over 2 million
people over 65 who are not referred to in
these figures. They are the ones who
are either very well off financially, and
can take care of their medical care, or
the indigent, who come under other pro-
visions of the Kerr-Frear bill. But, for
practical purposes, the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. AxpErRsoN], the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA],
myself, or any other Senator who has an
idea on how to deal with the medical
care for the aged, will be dealing with a
potential of 11 million people.

As to the latter, the bill which is be-
fore us would provide health care, or an
opportunity for care, to those 11 million
people over 65. Again I wish to make it
perfectly clear that nothing in my
amendment will subtract or detract from
the health care provisions which are in
the bill before us, the so-called Kerr-
Frear provisions.

I have referred, in describing these
benefit packages, to minimum services
in which the Federal Government would
make its contribution, as well as the
States, and, to a modest extent, the sub-
scriber.

The Federal Government, under our
plan, will be able to contribute to an ex-
panded benefit package up to an aggre=
gate cost of $128 a year.

The minimum package which I have
described is estimated, generally,
throughout the country, for both pre-
ventive care and catastrophic illness, to
cost $90 a year,
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An example of the maximum package,
at $128 a year, of maximum medical
benefits under preventive care, would be:
physicians’ services, 12 days office and
home; inpatient hospital services, 46
days; unlimited ambulatory X-ray and
laboratory services; and unlimited or-
ganized home health care services;
skilled and nursing home services, 135
days.

That is the maximum possible, consid-
ering the country as a whole, under the
$128 cost, which would be the roof eli-
gible for Federal contribution.

Similar maximum benefits under the
long-term illness program, under this
$128 ceiling, consist of hospifal care, 180
days; skilled and nursing home care, 365
days, or 1 year; organized home care
service, the same, 365 days; surgical pro-
cedures; laboratory and X-ray services,
up to $200; physicians’ services; dental
services; prescribed drugs, up to $350;
private duty nurses and physical restora-
tion services.

In short, that is probably the most
elaborate package anyone has thought
about for the aged to be available to an
individual over 65 years of age who feels
he does not need preventive care—he
can look after that—who feels he can
look after the first $250 of his own costs,
in terms of catastrophic illness, and then
he gets 80 percent of the cost of this
tremendous package of benefits.

I point that out because it indicates
this is a plan which is tailored fto ac-
uality, not to what can we do for the
aged, but to the actual needs of the aged.

There are some who want preventive
care, from the first dollar cost, from the
word “go.” They would be without any
coinsurance, without any deductibility
under the law. There are others who
can take care of themselves unless they
run into a bad situation, and it is for
them we want to have a comprehensive
package, and that is the maximum pack-
age I have offered.

There is no other proposal before this
session of the Congress which meets all
the desirable conditions and can provide
all the benefits to as many people and as
quickly as this amendment. First, it
builds upon what the States have in the
way of facilities—and they differ very
materially among the States.

Second, it is a general revenue plan,
not a social security measure. Mr. Pres-
ident, I think the hard nut of the issue
is, Do we wish to inaugurate in the social
security system what is, for all prac-
tical purposes, a health care scheme?
I would not say it is exactly what the
British do, but it is very much like it.
The point is that we would for the first
time inaugurate a system by which we
would have a national responsibility for
the health care of the people.

We are now starting with the aged
over 68, but once we have imbedded it so
fundamentally into the responsibility of
the Government in terms, at the very
best, of a government insurance pro-
gram, of course it will develop, without
any question. If the Congress makes
this very fundamental decision in prin-
ciple, it should develop. I would be op-
posed to inaugurating it in this way,
because I think it is unsound and unwise

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

in terms of the organization of our
country.

Mr. President, I should like to inter-
ject another thought. I know those who
favor the social security idea are men of
conscience, and I think they should re-
flect on one item in this matter, namely,
is a social security system for medical
care a system which is apposite to the
traditions of and to the general attri-
butes of American life? Is it a system
congenial to American life, to the Amer-
ican way of living, to the American way
of dealing with doctors and medical care
generally ?

I hasten to refute any idea that a social
security approach is “un-American.” Of
course it is not. I only point out that
the question of context, of the way in
which we live, our national attitudes, is
an important consideration in making
what is really a very fundamental and
a very important sociological decision.
I wish to emphasize that point. I shall
not go to Bermuda, nor will grass grow
in the streets, if the Congress decides
that way, but I think it would be a pro-
found and important departure from
anything we have ever done before, with
great sociological implications. I there-
fore urge my colleagues who are thinking
about it, and I know many are, to con-
sider it in those terms as well.

The contributory principle, which I
have adopted, is nothing new. It is in
the bill now, as a matter of fact. The
Kerr-Frear proposals represent nothing
more than the extension of the con-
tributory prineciple, by which Federal and
State governments contribute to a de-
sirable social welfare plan.

Another difficulty, as I view the mat-
ter, with respect to the social security
idea, relates to the fact that it is inter-
esting to me to find that so many of my
liberal friends—not only my liberal
friends, but also my liberal brothers in
arms—espouse the social security idea,
which seems to me to be a reversal of our
own thinking, because the general rey-
enue approach spreads the responsibility
among all the people who are able to
pay, in proportion to their ability to pay,
whereas the social security approach is
practically a sales tax approach. It will
tax those at the lowest end of the eco-
nomic totem pole, who, we always say
in terms of general welfare measures, are
the least able to pay. Interestingly
enough, it would exclude an estimated
40 percent of the income of individuals
from any responsibility for a health care
program. That, in itself, seems to me to
be inappropriate.

I would say that the Kerr-Frear pro-
posals take that very prineiple into con-

. sideration and carry it out to the limited

extent to which they endeavor to carry
out the medical care program.

I observe that the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Kerr] is present in the
Chamber. I should like to repeat for
him what I said before. I am all for his
program. I think it is absolutely essen-
tial. I think we have to take a further
step. Iam trying to propose an addition,
using the same principle. Since the
question of need is not involved, this
represents, in an efficient way, the neces-
sary next step. I think it is a very happy
thing which the Senator has done for
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all of us, in stripping the bill of all the
argument about the old-age assistance
people and the medically indigent people.
The Senator has done that and has done
it very well. I think we are all content
with it.

We can go on. We can really concen-
trate upon the fundamental issue, which
I have stated to be this: There is a great
body of Senators, in my opinion—per-
haps it does include the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerrl, but we all love
him, respect him, and have the greatest
respect for his sincerity—which I think
is a solid majority, who desire to do
something for the aged beyond what
would be done by the bill which has been
presented. I think the real issue is going
to be whether we shall do it by the
social security route, breaking totally
new sociological ground, or whether we
shall do it by the traditional contribu-
tory system, which is the same system
employed by the Senator from Okla-
homa. I am arguing for the latter.
Stripped down, that is essentially my
case.

Mr. President, the cost question, of
course, is vitally important. We already
have an estimate of cost on the EKerr-
Frear measure, which is now in the bill,
of $200 million a year. Under my pro-
gram, which is proposed in the amend-
ment, the medium cost for the Federal
Government for the plan is estimated by
me—I shall give the estimate of the
technicians in a minute—at $450 million
a year. The reason I differentiate my es-
timate from that of the technicians is
that the technicians give me a figure of
estimated participation of 75 percent,
which would mean the participation of
8,250,000 people. The technicians give
me a figure on the minimum package
which is referred to in my amendment
of about $360 million from the Federal
Government. They give me a figure, on
the maximum package, of about $462
million from the Federal Government.

Taking info consideration all of the
uncertainties—whether 75 percent or
more will be covered—and the variations
among the several States as to the types
of plans which the States would propose,
I think a “fair shot” at it, which is per-
haps a little on the high side, is $450 mil-
lion per annum as the cost of what I am
proposing to the Federal Government at
such time as there is full use of the po-
tential participation involved.

There is one other point which I should
like to emphasize about my approach to
the problem. I call in the amendment
for some cost to the subscriber. Let us
remember that the medically indigent
and the old-age assistance people are to
be looked after., We are seeking to deal
with people who have some modest in-
come. I call for a cost to the subscriber
which is 10 percent of the cost of the
package. We have a right to assume that
will be somewhere between $9 a year and
$12.80 a year. These are the lower and
upper limits of the package.

I should like to make a point on the
question of subscription which I think
is important. Many people in this whole
situation are worried about the program
running away. The British had that ex-
perience. People worry about the pro-
gram becoming a matter of competition,
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politically or otherwise—probably po-
litically. There may be a question of,
perhaps, who will do more in terms of
the benefit package. Some are worried
about malingering and lots of other
abuses.

It seems to me when we charge even a
modest amount to the subscriber we in-
troduce a note of dignity, a note of per-
sonal responsibility, a note of insurance
participation which is very attractive.
In view of the fact that the amounts in-
volved are very small—I am thinking of
people with modest income when I say
“yery small”"—I think this gives us a de-
sirable addition, and at the same time
gives us a little help as to the cost of the

program,

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. First, even though
I oppose the Senator from New York on
this issue, I wish to congratulate him
for this constructive and positive pro-
posal. I think it represents an advance
which has a great deal of merit. I know
the Senator from New York is not one of
those who are coming forward with a
program because there is a lot of pres-
sure for a health insurance program for
the aged. The Senator from New York
has been presenting this program for
many years. As I understand, in 1949
the Senator introduced a similar pro-
gram when he was a Member of the
House of Representatives. This is noth-
ing new for him.

I should like to ask the Senator from
New York whether the only eligibility
criterion would be income. Would there
be any property criterion whatever?

Mr, JAVITS. None whatever.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Any liens
property?

Mr. JAVITS. None whatever.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It would be entirely
income.

Mr. JAVITS. Entirely income.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The income would
be $60 a week for an individual. If a
person earned or received less than $60
a week he would be eligible? The figure
would be $90 for a couple, roughly?

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. If an individual
received $65 a week or $75 a week or $80
a week, or his family received $100 or
more a week, he would not be eligible, is
that correct?

Mr, JAVITS. That is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. So even if a person
were afllicted with an illness which cost
thousands of dollars a year, he could not
qualify under the Senator’s program un-
less he could show that his income was
very modest—in the $60 or less a week
range?

Mr. JAVITS. That is true. But is it
not also true that then we would get
into the range of people who are gen-
erally covered? Remember that there
are 127 million people covered by vari-
ous types of health insurance, and we do
not expect the Federal Government to
shepherd them all.

I point out to the Senator that I think
the Senator is making entirely valid
points, and that the Senator is correct
actuarially speaking, that the over-
whelming majority of those over 65 come

on
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within the $3,000 and the $4,500 limits.
The exclusion at the most is something
within the area of about 2% million
maximum.

Mr. PROXMIRE. So there are 2!
million Americans who make more than
$60 a week or more than $90, with re-
spect to families, over 65 years of age,
who may have health problems, which so
many older people are likely to have,
who would not be covered under the
proposal of the Senator from New York?

Mr. JAVITS. They would not be
covered under my proposal. The only
point I make is that they are people
who are able to be covered privately,
and it seems to me a governmental pro-
posal involving under anyone’s system
important governmental contribution
should try to confine itself to some area
in which people cannot otherwise help
themselves.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Does the Senator
believe that the social security system
itself, which provides a pension for every-
one who works, whether he earns over
$60 a week or over $90 a week, whether
they have that kind of income after they
get older or not, should be modified and
should apply only to those who can come
in and pass an income test?

Mr. JAVITS. I point out to the Sen-
ator that if a person earns over $1,800 a
year, even under the bill, he will not
receive any social security.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator knows
periectly well that under the social se-
curity program a man can have an in-
come of $10,000 and receive his $10,000
income provided he does not earn it as
wages or salary. After 72, a man may
go out and earn by the sweat of his
brow any amount and he is still eligible
for social security; is that correct?

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct. But
the Senator has glossed very quickly over
the fact that if that individual earns over
$1,800 a year, he gets no social security.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Between ages 65
and T2.

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct. That
applies to about 2 million people right
now. So the numbers are roughly equiv-
alent. It is not an argumentative figure.
I am trying to state my facts and figures
authoritatively. So they just about bal-
ance out. It is a fact now that about
2 million people do not collect social se-
curity because they earn over $1,800 a
year. So the social security system it-
self—not that I admit it, is analogous—
accommodates that kind of application.

Mr. PROXMIRE, I think the applica-
tions are very important. If a person
has an income from rent or from an
annuity or from any of many kinds of
sources of income, which many older
people have, he still gets his social secur-
ity check no matter how large his in-
come. If a person is over 72, he can earn
all the money he wishes by the sweat of
his brow and still receive his social secur-
ity check. And most important of all,
of course, an elderly person can live on
a small income if he is well. It is when
he is ill that he needs the additional help
and he needs it as desperately if he earns
$100 a week as if he earns $60 a week, if
he suffers a prolonged costly illness.

I should like to come to what I think is
the fundamental issue, and I think the
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Senator stated it very clearly when he
said, “The hard nut of the issue is be-
tween using the social security system
and not using it.” I think the Senator's
test is a much more attractive test than
the usual means test that the States
apply with respect to property, insisting
on liens and pauper’s oaths. The Sen-
ator from New York very properly does
not insist upon that procedure.

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator allow
me to interrupt to nail down that point.
I agree entirely with the Senator from
Wisconsin and his fellow liberals on that
point.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Nevertheless, the
Senator would apply an income test. An
individual would have to prove that not
only his earnings but his inzome was less
than $3.000 a year.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. Will the Senator
allow me to qualify that statement. We
have simplified the procedure greatly by
relying solely on the income tax return,
and the bill so provides. If a man files
an income tax return, that settles the
question. If he violates the law, and
does not file, we will not pursue that
point.

Also the mere certification in his
income tax return that he shows no more
than X dollars would be enough to quali-
fy him. He would not have to give us
the return or anything else. The
amendment is clear on that point, and
it is a simple proposition. I only wanted
to clarify the procedure.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think one of the
most attractive and helpful features of
the Senator’s approach is the one he
mentioned last. He said the plan pro-
vided a little dignity because the partici-
pants would be required to contribute
10 percent of the cost of the premium.
I think that is fine. However, the great
advantage of the social security ap-
proach, it seems to me, is that it provides
a great deal of dignity to the person who
participates in this program, because he
knows that he has earned it. He has
earned it by his own contribution over
his lifetime to social security. He has
earned it because his employer in hiring
him really, as part of his wage, has con-
tracted to pay into the social security
fund, and while initially people who had
not made a contribution in this way
would qualify over the years, all those
who would receive this benefit would have
made the contribution themselves and
would receive the benefits as a matter of
right. It would be theirs, because they
had made their contribution and had
earned it. There would be no element of
charity. There would be no element of
the State or the Federal Government
handing out money because they felt
sorry for people. Americans could be
proud of the fact that during their life-
time they had worked and contributed to
the fund, and that they had earned the
right, when they retired, to have health
insurance.

Mr. JAVITS. The argument of the
Senator from Wisconsin is rather sur-
prising, because I have not heard him
say that it is charity to give high, fixed
farm supports or checks for the conser-
vation of land. I have not heard him say
that such support represents the fact that
the United States is sorry for the indi-
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viduals who are getting the checks.
There are all kinds of programs costing
billions of dollars for which the Federal
Government is paying, and paying di-
rectly to people, programs which we all
fight for and think are right. They
represent no demeaning of the individ-
ual’s dignity.

My point is that my approach would
give the individual a vested stake in
where this money went. It does not fail
to have some terminal points in the sense
of responsibility with respect to it.

I will not say for a minute that there
is nothing to be said for the social
security approach, that it is all wrong,
and that it is the greatest vice mankind
ever saw. Of course not. That is non-
sense. The only point I make is that on
balance, taking all of the arguments for
the social security system and all of the
arguments for this system, and consider-
ing the sociological break with the past
which the social security system in
health would represent, I believe my pro-
gram is preferable for our country.

In other words, I am not trying to
devastate the Senator from Wisconsin
with my argument. I think there is an
answer to his particular point and I have
made it. But I also wished to point out
that this is one of the questions that he
and others like him will argue most
sincerely as being a strong point in favor
of their plan.

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say that
every farmer in Wisconsin, every farmer
in New York, and every farmer in the
country deplores the subsidy aspects of
our farm program and wants to get out
from under subsidy as soon as possible,
hoping that it is but a temporary ex-
pedient. Also, a farmer does not con-
sider commodity credit loans entirely as
a subsidy to himself but as a way to solve
a serious national problem.

I do not wish to detain the Senator.
I have a few more questions. I think
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this is a worthy proposal although I am
inclined to disagree with it at the
moment,

The Senator estimates that the plan
will cost about $450 million a year to
the Federal Government in addition to
the cost of the Kerr-Frear proposal,
which I understand is $212 million, or a
total of some $662 million a year addi-
tional cost to the Federal Government.

Mr. JAVITS. I do not think the
Senator is correct about the cost of the
Kerr-Frear proposal. It is estimated in
the Recorp to be $200 million. The
Senator is close enough.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I conferred with
the Senator from Oklahoma. He told
me it would be $142 million for the first
part of his proposal and $70 million for
the second part. He said that the cost to
the States for his program would be
approximately $71 million. The Sena-
tor from New York, I presume, assumes
the cost to the State would be $450 mil-
lion for his proposal. The Kerr-Frear
proposal would cost the States $71 mil-
lion. The Javits bill would be on top of
that. So the Javits approach according
to the author’s estimates would be $520
million in added cost to the States.
Somehow, somewhere we will need to
find an additional $1,182 million of Fed-
eral and State money to pay for this
Republican proposal. That means an
increase of $662 million in Federal taxes
and $520 million in State taxes.

I wish to state to the Senator from
New York that although I have great
faith in our Wisconsin Governor, who is
a close friend of mine and a Democrat,
and in the Wisconsin Legislature, all of
whom are sympathetic to the problems
of the old people, I am not so sure they
can come up with an additional $10 mil-
lion or $12 million for this purpose in
Wisconsin.

I am sure, while this is true of Wis-
consin, it is true also of many other
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States. I should like to ask the Senator
how many States, in his judgment, would
come through with a program this year
and how many States would come
through within the next 2 or 3 years
with a program of the kind he proposes.
Where would the money come from?
Many of these States are in very seri-
ous trouble. The State of the Senator
from New York is better off than most
States, but many States are in a serious
plight. Many of them would have a very
difficult problem in raising the kind of
money the Senator would have them try
to raise under his proposal.

Mr. JAVITS. The figures for Wiscon-
sin, upon which my estimates are based,
show for the minimum package a State
contribution of $7.8 million, and for the
maximum package a contribution of
$12.3 million.

Mr. PROXMIRE. A median of $10
million.

Mr. JAVITS. That is fairly accurate.
Practically all the States have entered
into the medical-care aspects of the old-
age assistance program, and I believe
with all sincerity that the amounts are
not so large that they could not be found
for so desirable a program which gives
such great benefits to their people beyond
the competence of the respective States.

In order to make clear the figures, I
ask unanimous consent that there may
be included in the Recorp at this point
a chart prepared for me by the Gov-
ernment agencies, at my request, with-
out any implication as to their favoring
my amendment, based upon an 8% -mil-
lion participation, of the total Govern-
ment cost, the Federal cost, and the
State cost, based upon the minimum
package and the maximum package
referred to in my remarks.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Estimated annual costs under Javits amendment to H.R. 12580 providing for medical services for the aged

“Minimum’ package “Maximum" package “Minimum" package “Maximum” package
Num- Num-
ber ber
of Total Total of Total Total
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Isitnot a fact that
at the recent Governor’s conference, in
June, the Governor of Wisconsin led the
successful fight to put the Governors on
record, or a majority of the Governors,
at least, as favoring the social security
approach and disapproving the Federal-
State matching approach; or if not dis-
approving the latter approach, at least
favoring the social security approach?
Is it not also a fact that the distin-
guished Governor of the Senator’s State,
Gov. Nelson Rockefeller, was one of the
leaders in this ficht, and that the dis-
tinguished Governor of New York very
enthusiastically favors the social secur-
ity approach, and has stated so many
times?

Mr. JAVITS. This question was
bound to come up, and we might as well
answer it. It is, of course, a fact, that
the Governors want to shed themselves
of as much of the cost as they can.
That is very understandable. They
would like to use the money for other
things, if they have it. So we can un-
derstand their position. We wrestle
with it every day in the week. They
want more money here and they want
to spend less themselves.

With respect to Governor Rockefel-
ler, he has announced his position as
favoring the social security approach,
with one very important exception,
which is not in the Anderson substitute.
Perhaps it will be some day, but it is
not in the substitute now. He is in
favor of the social security approach if
it gives the individual subscriber the
option of getting his money in cash, so
that he may subscribe to a private
health plan. He has made that point
very clear.

I speak of it so strongly because he
made it clear to me. This is an issue
upon which he and I do not see eye to
eye. There are very few such issues.
Governor Rockefeller and I are in great
agreement, certainly as great as any-
body has with him. He is in favor of
the social security approach, and has
said so. I respect him for his views, al-
though I may not agree with them. He
has pointed out that he is only for it if
it gives the subscriber or the bene-
ficiary the cash option; otherwise, he is
not in favor of it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Iunderstand. How-
ever, is it not true that the Governor
has stated very eloquently that he is in
favor of the social security approach,
not merely because it would save the
States money—and that may not be the
most important consideration, particu-
larly in a State like New York State,
which has a sound method of raising
money, and has been successful re-
cently—but because he feels that the so-
cial security approach is the more effi-
cient and more comprehensive and more
dignified way to do it? Is that not why
also a great newspaper in the Senator’s
home State, the New York Times, also
favors that method, as does the Wash-
ington Post and so many other news-
papers which are objective in their ap-
proach to the problem, and which can
without any feeling of politics look at
the issue and decide which makes the
most sound economic sense and which
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provides the greatest amount of personal
dignity?

Mr. JAVITS. I would not wish to
characterize or give coloration to the
degree of enthusiasm with which the
Governor or the New York Times ap-
proaches the social security method.
However, there are many newspapers
which have earned great respect
throughout the country which do not
favor that approach, but who are vio-
lently opposed to it, and state their pref-
erence with sincerity, and say why they
think they are right. Although it is an
item which the Senator has the right to
mention, I do not believe it is decisive
in respect of the issue which is before us.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena-
tor from New York. Once again I would
say that his bill has a great deal of
merit, and of course, as always, he has
presented masterful arguments in favor
of it. I am not persuaded. However, I
enjoy listening to his touching argu-
ments.

Mr. JAVITS. I am grateful to the
Senator from Wisconsin. There is noth-
ing which brings out a case better than
questions. He is very able. He and I
have debated this question on television.
I have enjoyed our debates very much.
His performance here is well worthy of
him.

I should like to proceed now to a con-
clusion of my remarks, very briefly.

I had in mind pointing out what I am
sure others will point out; namely, the
reason why this subject has become a
great problem and a great issue in this
country.

Since 1957, medical care costs have
gone up more than 20 percent. When
we remember what our older citizens
must pay for medical care with what
they earn, we can understand why this
is burgeoning not only as a political
problem, but also as an economic and
social problem.

Our older citizens, according to a 1957-
58 study, spent, on the average, $177
a year for health and medical expenses,
compared with $84 spent on the average
by the rest of the population.

However, 16 percent of the older citi-
zens had to spend as much as $500 a year
for their health care. We must remem-
ber, also, and must take into account
the fact—and I am deeply convinced of
this—that our older citizens are not get-
ting the medical care they ought to be
getting. They ought to be spending
more than the already high amounts.
However, these higher expenses come at
a time when the earning power of the
men and women in this group has de-
clined so sharply that 60 percent, or 9.6
million, in this group have less than a
thousand dollars a year to live on, while
80 percent, or 12.8 million, have incomes
of $2,000 a year or less.

It seems to me that under these cir-
cumstances we are bound to do some-
thing about this situation.

Before I conclude I should like to make
one further point, which is so important
to this whole debate, and that is this:

What is the program which is pro-
portioned to what our older citizens
need? Why is it 60 days in the hospital,
and not 30 days? Why is it 180 days,
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and not 365 days? What do the older
citizens really need?

In that respect I point to a U.S. Na-
tional Health survey entitled ‘“Hospital-
ization—Patients Discharged From
Short Stay Hospitals,” published in
June 1958. It shows why the program
which I am proposing with my cospon-
sors is so valuable and so clearly pro-
portioned to the need. It shows that
less than 10 percent of the 16 million
aged citizens who are hospitalized—9.8
percent to be exact—actually need to stay
more than 31 days per year in the hos-
pital. Ninety percent do not require
long hospital stays. U.S. Government
statistics show that the average hospital
stay of this latter group is 14 days, with
the general average stay being 21 days.

Mr. President, this shows that a pro-
gram like ours which is adjusted to pre-
ventive care, meeting a range between
21 days at a minimum, and 45 days at a
maximum, in a hospital, without any
precost of coinsurance, or anything else,
is exactly what the people need. The
great bulk of the people do not really
need anything else. Therefore, why have
an enormous mountain of effort, so far
as they are concerned, for the hospitali-
zation which is represented by the An-
derson amendment, when 95 percent of
them do not really need it?

Mr. President, let us remember that
more than 127 million Americans are now
under some kind of medical care insur-
ance program. These programs may
provide only limited coverage, but they
help to cover some part of the health care
expense. When I speak, as I do, about
the psychological departure which is in-
volved in the social security system, I
have in mind the distortions, the ma-
terial impairment—which should not
even be taken into account by anything
we do, or seriously strained or taxed by
anything we do—in this enormous sys-
tem which, in a typical American way,
the American people have built up to
help themselves.

The plan which I have proposed con-
forms best, because it continues to leave
a very large area for private capacities
which are represented by all the medical
plans.

I should like to emphasize that the
Anderson plan starts to provide benefits
at age 68, or when a person is 3 years
older than under the plan which the Sen-
ate is now considering.

I conclude on this note: Let us not
overlook the fact that with the enact-
ment of a major health care bill by Con-
gress, an enormous burden will be placed
on the Nation’s medical resources and
personnel, no matter what safeguards
are included against overutilization.
Nothing would be more tragic than to
compel old folks to go on a long waiting
list to enter a hospital already subject to
overcrowding. We help to lighten that
burden by enabling our older citizens,
under my amendment, to get preventive
care before they fall seriously ill, as the
bill which I sponsor provides. Proposals
centered around hospitalization concen-
trate that burden in many places to the
breaking point.

I hope very much that the fundamen-
tal principles which I have advocated
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will be incorporated in any health care
insurance legislation adopted by Con-
gress. These are the basic principles I
urge most strongly: Emphasis on pre-
ventive care, voluntary participation for
all over 65, with the preservation of the
doctor-patient relationship; State plans
with Federal matching so that we can
build on existing facilities; and payment
out of general revenues.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
pass a bill which will go further than
the one so ably presented by the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] and
the Senator from Delaware [Mr, FREAR],
which confines itself essentially to medi-
cal indigents, and which, I think, is
acceptable to all, certainly to myself
and my cosponsors.

All our older citizens of modest in-
come should have full consideration
from us in their older years, when they
need help to meet their medical ex-
penses, and they are entitled to it by
their service in the life of our country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp as &
part of my remarks a table showing the
percentage of participation under my
amendment by the various States with
the Federal Government. I have pre-
viously secured unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp a chart
analyzing the cost of the minimum-
maximum package.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Federal matching percentages under Javits
amendment to H.R. 12580 providing for
medical services for the aged

Alabama. 66.7
Alaska. 50.0
Arlzona. 67.1
Arkansas. 66.7
California 87.5
Colorado 51.7
Connecticut. 33.3
Delaware. 33.3
District of Columbifl. e e e 87.8
Florida. B5.1
Georgla. 64.2
Hawadl b4.4
Idaho. -- 59.4
Ilinois 39.5
Indiana 49.7
Iowa. i 57.1
Kansas. 55.7
Eentucky. 66.0
Louisiana 62.6
Maine. 58.3
Maryland - 46.8
Massachusetts. 43,1
Michigan 45.0
Minnesota 54.5
Mississippt 66.7
Missouri 51.7
Montana. 52.1
Nebraska. 57.2
Nevada. 38.9
New Hampshire. 54.1
New Jersey. - 38.38
New Mexico 60.0
New York a7.3
North Carolina. 66.4
North Dakota. 64.1
Ohio. 44.4
Oklah 59.7
Oregon 51.3
I’enm!l“ﬂh 48.4
Rhode Island.... e 49,2
Bouth Carolina. 66.7
South Dakota 64.9
Tennessee. oA 65.8
Texas 56.1
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Federal matching percentages under Javits
amendment to H.R. 12580 providing for
medical services for the aged—Continued

TUtah 58.4
Vermont 68. 7T
'\ﬂrginln 58.4
Washington 47.3
West Virginia 63.0
Wisconsin 52.4
Wyoming = e 50.6
Puerto Rico R ]
Virgin Islands 66.7

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my amendment
may be printed as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered fo be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

At the end of the bill insert the following:

“Sec. 801. The Soclal Security Act is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new title:

““IITLE XVI—MEDICAL BENEFITS FOR THE AGED

“‘Appropriation
“‘Sec. 1601. For the purpose of assisting
the States to improve the health care of aged
individuals of low incomes by enabling them
to secure, at cost reasonably related to their
incomes, protection either against the ex-
penses of preventive and diagnostic services
and short-term illness freatment or agalnst
long-term illness , there are hereby
authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal
year such sums as the Congress may deter-
mine. The sums made available under this
section shall be used for making payments
to States with State plans submitted by them

and approved under this title,

“‘State plans

“‘Sec, 1602. The Secretary shall approve
a State plan under this title which—

*‘(a) provides for establishment or desig-
nation of a single State agency to administer
o;;;upenm the administration of the State
plan;

“‘(b) provides that each eligible individ-
ual (as defined in section 1605(a)) who ap-
plies therefor (and only such an individual)
shall be furnished whichever of the following
he may elect:

“*(1) preventive and diagnostic and short-
term illness benefits, which, for purposes of
this title, shall consist of payment on behalf
of an eligible individual of the cost incurred
by him for the following medical services
rendered to him to the extent determined by
the attending physiclan to be medically nec-
essary (but subject to the limitations in sec-
tion 1606)—

“‘(A) inpatient hospital services for not
to exceed twenty-one days in any enroll-
ment year, except that at the request of the
individual, days of skilled nursing-home
services may be substituted for any or all
of such days of inpatient hospital services
at the rate of three days of skilled nursing-
home care for one day of inpatient hospital
services;

“*(B) physiclans' services furnished out-
side of a hospital or skilled nursing home, on
not more than twelve days during any en-
rollment year;

“*(C) ambulatory diagnostic laboratory
and X-ray services furnished outside of a hos-
pital or skilled nursing home to the extent
the cost thereof is not in excess of $100 in
any enrollment year;

“*(D) organized home health care services
for not more than twenty-four days in any
enrollment year; and

“*‘(E) such other medical services as the
State may elect (subject to the limitations
in classes (E), (vi), and (vll) of paragraph
(2) and to the limitations in section 1608);
ar

“*(2) long-term 1llness benefits, which,
for purposes of this title, shall consist of
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payment on behalf of an eligible individual
of 80 per centum of the cost above the de-
ductible amount incurred by him for the
following services (hereinafter in this title
referred to as "medical services“) rendered
to him to the extent determined by the
attending physician to be medically neces-
sary (but subject to the limitations In sec-
tlon 1606)—

"*(A) inpatient hospital services for not
to exceed one hundred and twenty days in
any enrollment year;

“*(B) surgical services provided to in=-
patient in a hospital;

*“‘(C) skilled nursing-home services;

“*(D) organized home health care serv=-
ices;

“‘(E) such of the following services as the
State may elect (subject to the limitations
in section 1608)—

**(1) physiclans' services;

“*(il) outpatient hospital services;

“*(ill) private duty nursing services;

“*{iv) physical restorative services;

"'(v) dental treatment;

**(vl) laboratory and X-ray services to the
extent the cost thereof is not In excess of
$200 in any enrollment year;

“*(vil) prescribed drugs to the extent the
cost thereof is not in excess of $350 in any
enrollment year; and
“*(viil) Inpatient hospital services in ex-
cess of one hundred and twenty days in any
enrollment year; or

“¢(8) private insurance benefits, which, for
purposes of this title, shall consist of pay-
ment on behalf of such individual of one-half
of the premiums of a private health insur-
ance policy for him up to a maximum pay-
ment for any year of -

“*(e) provides for gra.nting an opportunity
for a fair hearing before the State agency
to any individual whose claim for benefits
under the plan has been denied;

*“¢(d) provides for payment of enrollment
fees, payable annually or more frequently, as
the State may determine, by eligible indi-
viduals applying for long-term iliness bene-
fits or diagnostic and short-term illness ben-
efits under the plan, the amounts of such
fees to be determined by & schedule estab-
lished by the State and approved by the Sec-
retary as providing fees the lowest of which
is equal to not less than 10 per centum of the
per capita cost for the enrollment year in-
volved of the benefits provided, the re-
mainder of which vary in relation to the in-
come (as defined In section 1605(b)) of the
individuals;

“*(e) include provision for Increases in
enrollment fees, approved by the Secretary
for individuals who for the enrollment year
involved, would not be eligible Individuals
but for the provisions of section 1605(a) (2):

“*(f) includes such methods of adminis-
tration as are found by the Becretary to be
necessary for the proper and efficient opera-
tion of the plan, including—

*“(1) methods relating to the establish-
ment and maintenance of personnel stand-
ards on a merit basls, except that the Secre-
tary shall exercise no authority with respect
to the selection, tenure of office, or compen-
satlon of any individual employed in accord-
ance with such methods;

“*(2) methods to assure that the applica-
tions of all individuals applying for benefits
under the plan will be acted upon with rea-
sonable promptness;

‘‘(8) methods relating to collection of en-
rollment fees for long-term illness benefits or
diagnostic and short-term {llness benefits
under the plan, except that the State may
not utilize the services of any nonpublic
agency or organization in the collection of
such fees, and

“*(4) methods for determining—

“‘(A) rates of payment for institutional
services, and

“*(B) schedules of fees or rates of pay-
ment for other medical services,
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for which expenditures are made under the
lan;

P ‘(g) sets forth criteria, not inconsistent

with the provisions of this title, for approval

by the State agency, for purposes of the plan,

of private health insurance policies;

“*(h) provides that no benefits will be
furnished any individual under the plan
with respect to any period with respect to
which he is receiving old-age assistance
under the State plan approved under section
2, aid to dependent children under the State
plan approved under section 402, aid to the
blind under the State plan approved under
section 1002, or aid to the permanently and
totally disabled under the State plan ap-
proved under sectlon 1402 (and for purposes
of this paragraph an individual shall not
be deemed to have received such assistance
or aid with respect to any month unless he
received such assistance or aid in the form
of money payments for such month, or in
the form of medlcal or any other type of
remedial care in such month (without re-
gard to whom the expenditures in the form
of such care were made) ) ;

‘(1) provides safeguards which restrict
the use or disclosure of information con-
cerning applicants for and recipients of bene-
fits under the plan to purposes directly con-
nected with the administration of the plan;

“*(§) includes (1) provisions, conforming
to regulations of the Secretary, with respect
to the time within which individuals desir-
ing benefits under the plan may elect for
any enrollment year between the types of
benefits avallable under the plan and may
apply for the benefits so elected for such
year and (2) to the extent required by regu-
lations of the Secretary, provisions, conform-
ing to such regulations, with respect to the
furnishing of benefits described in paragraph
(1) or (2) of subsection (b) to eligible indi-
viduals during temporary absences from the
State;

“*(k) provides for establishment or desig-
natlon of a State authority or authorities
which shall be responsible for establishing
and maintalning standards for any persons,
institutions, and agencies providing medical
services for which expenditures are made un-
der the plan; and

“*(1) provides that the State agency will
make such reports, in such form and con-
taining such information, as the Becretary
may from time to time require, and comply
with such provislons as the Secretary may
from time to time find necessary to assure
the correctness and verificatlon of such re-
ports. Notwithstanding the preceding pro-
visions of this sectlon, the Secretary shall
not approve any State plan under this title
unless the State has established to his satis-
faction that the medical or any other type
of remedial care, together with the amounts,
if any, included in old-age assistance in the
form of money payments on account of their
medical needs, for recipients of old-age as-
sistance under the State plan approved under
title I will be at least as great in amount,
duration, and scope as the diagnostic and
short-term 1llness benefits included under
the State plan under this title,

“*(m) makes provision (1) authorizing
employees' pension or welfare funds to con-
tribute to the payment of enrollment fees
under the plan for or on behalf of eligible
members or beneflciaries of such funds, (2)
authorizing employers (including the State
or any political subdivision thereof when
acting as an employer) to contribute to the
payment of their employees’ enrollment fees
under the plan, and (3) permitting any em-
ployee, or member or beneficiary of an em-
Ployees’ pension or welfare fund, to authorize
his employer (including the State or any
political subdivision thereof when acting as
an employer) or trustee or other governing
body of such fund to deduct from his wages
or from such fund, as the case may be, an
amount equal to his enrollment fees under

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the plan and to pay the same to the State
agency administering the plan;

“‘Payments

“‘See. 1603, (a) From the sums appro-
priated therefor, each State which has a plan
approved under section 1602 shall be entitled
to recelve, for each calendar quarter, be-
ginning with the quarter commencing July
1, 1961, an amount equal to (1) the Federal
share for such State of the total amounts
expended during such gquarter by the State
under the plan as long-term illness, diagnos-
tic and short-term illness, or private insur-
ance benefits, plus (2) one-half of the total
of the sums expended during such quarter
as found necessary by the Secretary for the
proper and efficient administration of the
State plan.

“*(b) Payment of the amounts due a State
under subsection (a) shall be made in ad-
vance thereof on the basis of estimates made
by the Secretary, with such adjustments as
may be necessary on account of overpayments
or underpayments during prior quarters;
and such payments may be made in such in-
stallments as the Secretary may determine.
Adjustments under the preceding sentence
shall include decreases in estimates equal to
the pro rata share to which the United
States 1s equitably entitled, as determined by
the Secretary, of the net amount recovered
by the State or any political subdivision
thereof, with respect to benefits furnished
under the State plan, whether as the result
of being subrogated to the rights of the
recipient of the benefits against another
person, or as the result of recovery by the
recipient from such other person, or because
such benefits were incorrectly furnished, or
for any other reason.

“*(e) For purposes of subsection (a), (1)
expenditures under a State plan in any
calendar year shall be included only to the
extent they exceed the amount of the en-
rollment fees collected in such year under
the State plan, and (2) expenditures under
a State plan for preventive dlagnostic and
short-term illness benefits or for long-term
illness benefits in excess of $128 multiplied
by the number of individuals enrolled for
benefits under such plan in such year shall
not be counted.

“‘Operation of State plans

“'SEc. 1604. If the Secretary, after reason-
able notice and opportunity for hearing to
the State agency administering or supervis-
ing the administration of any State plan
which has been approved under section 1602,
finds—

“*(1) that the plan has been so changed
that it no longer complies with the provi-
slons of section 1602; or

“‘(2) that in the administration of the
plan there is a failure to comply substan-
tially with any such provision; the Secre-
tary shall notify such State agency that
further payments will not be made to the
State (or, in his discretion, that payments
will be limited to parts of the State plan
not affected by such fallure) until the Sec-
retary is satisfied that there is no longer
any such noncompliance. Until he is so
satlsfied, no further payments shall be made
to such State (or payments shall be limited
to parts of the State plan not affected by
such failure).

“ ‘Bligible individuals

“'Sec. 1605. (a) For the purposes of this
title, the term “eligible individual" means,
with respect to any enrollment year for any
individual, an individual who—

“‘(1)(A) is 65 years of age or over,

#¢(B) resides in the State at the beginning
of such year, and

“*(C) meets, with respect to such year,
the income requirements of subsection (b);
or

“*(2) (A) resides in the Btate at the begin-
ning of such year, (B) was an eligible indi-
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vidual for the preceding enrollment year,
and (C) paid enrollment fees under the plan
for the preceding enrollment year or had a
private health insurance policy and the State
made payments under the State plan toward
the cost of the premiums of the policy dur-
ing such year.

“‘(b) For the purposes of this title, the
income requirements of this subsection are
met by any individual with respect to any
enrollment year if, for his last taxable year
(for purposes of the Federal income tax)
ending before the beginning of such enroll-
ment year—

*“*(1) he did not pay any income tax, or

“‘(2) (A) his income did not exceed
$3,000 in the case of an individual who, at
the beginning of such enrollment year, was
unmarried or was not living with his spouse,
or

“*‘(B) the combined income of such in-
dividual and his spouse did not exceed #4,500
in the case of an individual who, at the
beginning of such enrollment year, was mar-
ried and living with his spouse.

“*‘(e) The term ‘income’ as used in sub-
section (b) means the amount by which
the gross income (within the meaning of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954) exceeds the
deductions allowable in determining adjusted
gross income under section 62 of such Code;
except that the following items shall be in-
cluded (as items of gross income):

“*(1) Monthly insurance benefits under
title II of this Act,

“‘(2) Monthly benefits under the Rail-
road Retirement Acts of 1935 and 1937, and

“'(8) Veterans’ pensions.

Determinations under this section shall be
made (in the manner prescribed by the Sec-
retary by regulations) by or under the super-
vision of the State agency administering or
supervising the administration of the plan
approved under section 1602,

“‘Benefits

“ ‘SBec. 1606. Subject to regulations of the
Secretary—

“‘Medical services

“‘(a) (1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), the term “medical services” means the
following to the extent determined by the
physician to be medically necessary:

“*‘(A) inpatient hospital services;

“*‘(B) skilled nursing-home services;

“*(C) physicians' services;

“ ‘(D) outpatient hospital services;

“‘(E) organized home care services;

“*(F) private duty nursing services;

“*‘(G) therapeutic services;

“‘(H) major dental treatment;

“*(I) laboratory and X-ray services; and

“*(J) prescribed

“*(2) The term “medical services"” does not
include—

“*‘(A) services for any individual who is an
inmate of a public institution (except as a
patient in a medieal institution) or any in-
dividual who is a patient in an institution for

tuberculosis or mental : or

“*(B) services for any individual who is a
patlent in a medical institution as a result of
a diagnosis of tuberculosis or psychosis, with
respect to any period after the individual has
been a patient in such an institution, as a
result of such dlagnosis, for forty-two days,

“‘Inpatient hospital services

“‘(b) The term “inpatient hospltal serv-
ices” means the following items furnished to
an inpatient by a hospital:

“*(1) Bed and board (at a rate not In ex-
cess of the rate for semiprivate accommoda-
tions);

“1(2) Physiclans’ services; and

“*(8) Nursing services, interns’ services,
laboratory and X-ray services, ambulance
service, and other services, drugs, and ap-
pliances related to his care and treatment
(whether furnished directly by the hospital
or, by arrangement, through other persons),



1960

“‘Surglcal services

“i(c) the term “surgical services” means
surglcal procedures provided to an inpatient
in a hospital other than those included in
the term “inpatient hospital services”, in-
cluding oral surgery, and surgical procedures
provided in an emergency in a doctor's office
or by a hospital to an outpatient.

“ ‘Skilled nursing-home services

“*(d) the terms *skilled nursing-home
services” means the following items fur-
nished to an inpatient in a nursing home:

“*(1) Skilled nursing care provided by a
registered professional nurse or a licensed
practical nurse which is prescribed by, or
performed under the general direction of,
& physician;

“4(2) Such medical supervisory services
and other services related to such skilled
nursing care as are generally provided in
nursing homes providing such skilled nursing
care; and

“4(8) Bed and board in connectlon with
the furnishing of such skilled nursing care.

*“ ‘Physicians’ services

“i(g) the term “physicians' services”
means services provided in the exercise of
his profession in any State by a physician
licensed in such State; and the term “phy-
giclan” includes a physiclan within the
meaning of section 1101(a) (7).

“‘Outpatient hospital services

“(f) the term “outpatient hospital serv-
ices” means medical and surgical care fur-
nished by a hospital to an individual as an
outpatlent.

“‘Organized home health care services

“‘(g) the term “organized home health
care services” means (1) visiting nurse serv-
ices and physicians’ services, and services
related thereto, which are prescribed by a
physician and are provided in a home
through a public or private nonprofit agency
operated in accordance with medical policles
established by one or more physiclans (who
are responsible for supervising the execution
of such policies) to govern such services; and
(2) homemaker services of a nonmedical na-
ture which are prescribed by a physician and
are provided, through a public or private
nonprofit agency, in the home to a person
who is in need of and in receipt of other
medical services.

“‘Private duty nursing services

“*(h) the term “private duty nursing
services” means nursing care provided in the
home by a registered professional nurse or
licensed practical nurse, under the general
direction of a physiclan, to a patient requir-
ing nursing care on a full-time basis, or pro-
vided by such a nurse under such direction
to a patient in a hospital who requires nurs-
ing care on a full-time basis.

* ‘Physical restorative services

“*(1) the term "physical restorative serv-
ices” means services prescribed by a physician
for the treatment of disease or injury by
physical nonmedical means, including re-
training for the loss of speech.

“‘Dental treatment

“*(]) the term “dental treatment” means
services provided by a dentist, In the exer-
cise of his profession, with respect to a con-
dition of an Individual’s teeth, oral cavity, or
assoclated parts which has affected, or may
affect, his general health. As used in the
preceding sentence, the term “dentist” means
a person licensed to practice dentistry or
dental surgery in the State where the serv-
ices are provided.

“‘Laboratory and X-ray services

“*(k) the term “laboratory and X-ray
services" includes only such services pre-
scribed by a physiclan,
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“ ‘Prescribed drugs

**(1) the term *“ bed drugs” means
medicines which are prescribed by a
physician.

“ ‘Hospital

“*(m) the term “hospital” means a hos-
pital (other than a mental or tuberculosis
hospital) which i1s (1) a Federal hospital,
(2) licensed as a hospital by the State in
which it is located, or (3) in the case of a
State hospital, approved by the licensing
agency of the State.

“‘Nursing home

“*(n) the term “nursing home"” means a
nursing home which is licensed as such by
the State In which it is located, and which
(1) is operated in connection with a hos-
pital or (2) has medical policies established
by one or more physicians (who are respon-
sible for supervising the execution of such
policles) to govern the skilled nursing care
and related medical care and other services
which it provides.

" ‘Miscellaneous definitions

“‘Sec. 1607. For purposes of this title—
* ‘Pederal Share

“‘(a) (1) The “Federal share"” with respect
to any State means 100 per centum less that
percentage which bears the same ratio fo
50 per centum as the per capita income of
such State bears to the per capita Income of
the United States, except that (A) the Fed-
eral share shall in no case be less than 3314
per centum nor more than 6624 per centum,
and (B) the Federal share with respect to
Puerto Rieco, the Virgin Islands, and Guam
shall be 6624 per centum.

“‘(2) The Federal share for each State
shall be promulgated by the Secretary be-
tween July 1 and August 31 of each even-
numbered year, on the basis of the average
per capita income of each State and of the
United States for the three most recent
calendar years for which satlsfactory data
are available from the Department of Com-
merce. Such promulgation shall be conclu-
slve for each of the eight quarters in the
period beginning July 1 next succeeding
such promulgations.

“‘(3) As used in paragraphs (1) and (2),
the term “United States"” means the fifty
States and the Distriet of Columbia.

* ‘Deductible Amount

“*‘(b) The “deductible amount” for any
individual for any enrollment year means
an amount equal to $250 of expenses for
medical services (determined without regard
to the limitations in clauses (A) or (E) (vi)
or (vii) of section 1602(a)(2) which are in-
cluded in the State plan and are incurred
in such year by or on behalf of such Indi-
vidual, whether he is married or single, ex-
cept that, in the case of an Individual who
is married and living with his spouse at the
beginning of his enrollment year, it shall be
an amount equal to $400 of expenses for
medical services (so determined) incurred in
such year by or on behalf of such individual
or his spouse for the care or treatment of
either of them, but only if application of
such $400 amount with respect to such in-
dividual and his spouse would result in pay-
ment under the plan of a larger share of the
cost of their medical services incurred in
such year. Subject to the limitations in
section 1608, the $250 amount referred to in
the preceding sentence may be reduced for
any Btate If such State so elects; and in
case of such an election the $400 amount
referred to in such sentence shall be propor-
tionately reduced.

“ ‘Enrollment Year
“*(c) The term “enrollment year" means,
with respect to any individual, a period of
12 consecutive months as designated by the
State agency for the purposes of this title
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in accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Becretary. Subject to regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary, the State plan may
permit the extension of an enrollment year
in order to avoid hardship.
“ ‘Private Health Insurance Policy

“‘(d) The term “private health insurance

licy” means, with respect to any State, a
policy, offered by a private insurance or-
ganization licensed to do business in the
State, which is approved by the State
agency (administering or supervising the ad-
ministration of the plan approved under
section 1602), which is noncancelable except
at the request of the insured individual or
for failure to pay the premiums when due
and which is avallable to all eligible indi-
viduals in the State.

" *Cost

“‘(e) The per capita cost of long-term
iliness benefits or diagnostic and short-term
iliness benefits for any year or other period
shall be determined by the State, in accord-
ance with regulations of the Secretary, on
the basis of estimates and such other data
as may be permitted in such regulations.

“ ‘Election of medical services to be provided
by State

" ‘Sec. 1608. Any election by a State pur-
suant to the provisions of clause (E) of par-
agraph (1) or the provisions of paragraph
(2) of section 1602(b) or of the second sen-
tence of section 1602(b) shall be valid for
purposes of this title for any enrollment
year or other period determined by the Sec-
retary only if an election is also made by
the State under the other of such provislons
s0 that, in the judgment of the Secretary,
the per capita cost of benefits under para-
graph (1) of section 1602(b) and the per
capita cost of benefits under paragraph (2)
of such section for such period after such
elections bear the same relationship to each
other as the per capita cost of benefits under
each such paragraph for such period with-
out such elections bear to each other.

“‘Advisory Council on Health Insurance

“Sec. 1609. (a) There shall be in the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare
an Advisory Council on Medical Benefits for
the Aged (hereinafter referred to as the
“Council”) to advise the Secretary on mat~
ters relating to the general policies and ad-
ministration of this title. The BSecretary
shall secure the advice of the Council before
prescribing regulations under this title.

“‘(b) The Council shall consist of the
Surgeon General of the Public Health Serv-
ice and the Commissioner of Soclal Security,
who shall be ex officio members (and one of
whom shall from time to time be designated
by the Secretary to serve as chairman), and
twelve other persons, not otherwise in the
employ of the United States, appointed by
the Secretary without regard to the civil-
service laws. Four of the appointed mem-
bers shall be selected from among represent-
atives of various State or local government
agencles concerned with the provision of
health care or insurance agalnst the costs
thereof, four from among nongovernmental
persons who are concerned with the provi-
sion of such care or with such insurance,
and four from the general publie, including
consumers of health care.

“‘(c) Each member appointed by the
Secretary shall hold office for a term of
4 years, except that (1) any member ap-
pointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to
the explration of the term for which his
predecessor was appointed shall be appointed
for the remainder of such term, and (2) the
terms of the members first taking office shall
expire as follows: four shall expire 2 years
after the date of the enactment of this
title, four shall expire 4 years after such
date, and four shall expire 6 years after such
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date, as designated by the Secretary at the
time of the appointment. None of the ap-
pointed members shall be eligible for reap-
pointment within 1 year after the end of
his preceding term.

“*(d) Appointed members of the Coun-
cil, while attending meeftings or conferences
of the Council, shall receive compensation
at a rate fixed by the Secretary but not ex-
ceeding $50 a day, and while away from
their homes or regular places of business
they may be allowed travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in leu of subsistence, as
authorized by law (5 U.B.C. 73b-2) for per-
sons in the Government service employed
intermittently.

“‘Savings provision

"“‘Spc. 1610. Nothing in this title shall
modify obligations assumed by the Federal
Government under other laws for the hos-
pital and medical care of veterans or other
presently authorized reciplents of hospital
and medical care under Federal programs.’

“Planning grants to States

“Sec. 802, (a) For the purpose of assist-
ing the States to make plans and initiate
administrative arrangements preparatory to
participation in the Federal-State program
of medical benefits for the aged authorized
by title XVI of the Social Security Act,
there are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for making grants to the States such
sums as the Congress may determine.

“{b) A grant under this section to any
State shall be made only upon application
therefor which is submitted by a State
agency designated by the State to carry out
the purpose of this section and is approved
by the Secretary. No such grant for any
State may exceed 50 per centum of the
cost of carrylng out such purpose in accord-
ance with such application.

“(¢) Payment of any grant under this
section may be made in advance or by way
of reimbursement, and in such installments,
as the Becretary may determine. The ag-
gregate amount paid to any State under
this section shall not exceed $50,000.

“(d) Appropriations pursuant to this sec-
tion shall remain available for grants under
this section only until the close of June 30,
1962; and any part of such a grant which
has been pald to a State prior to the close
of June 30, 1962, but has not been used or
obligated by such State for carrying out
the purpose of this section prior to the close
of such date, shall be returned to the United
Btates.

“{e) As used in this section, the term
‘State’ includes the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and Guam.

“Technical amendment

“Sec. 803. Effective July 1, 1961, section
1101(a) (1) of the Soclial Security Act (as
amended by section 541 of this Act) is
amended by striking out ‘and XIV' and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘XIV, and XVI'.”

GOVERNOR MEYNER EXPOSES FU-
TILITY OF BOMB SHELTER PRO-
GRAM

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
for years the overpaid bureaucrats of the
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization
have tried to sell the American people
the idea that it is better, in this nuclear
age, to be a mole than a man.

They would have Americans burrow
underground into a network of caves
called bomb shelters, complete with
bookshelves filled with the latest civil
defense manuals.

They would have us believe that this
form of subterranean suburbia is an ade-
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quate defense of our population in event
of nuclear war.

In their clamor to peddle this pro-
gram—which would cost taxpayers any-
where from $25 billion to $100 billion—
the boondogglers of this useful civil de-
fense agency have the enthusiastic sup-
port of the Governor of New York, to
whom such staggering sums no doubt
appear less awesome than to the average
American.

Mr. President, an excellent rebuttal to
this “caveman complex” is contained in
an article written for the September is-
sue of Coronet magazine by the great
Governor of the State of New Jersey,
Robert B, Meyner.

This outstanding public servant fully
comprehends the absurdity of burrow-
ing underground and understands that
there can be no escape from the horrors
of all-out nuclear warfare, He says of
these so-called bomb shelters:

In any large metropolitan area a nuclear
attack would turn these primordial caves
into nothing but mass burial vaults, Under
certain circumstances, some lives might be
saved by such shelters: if the attack were a
weak one; if there were adequate warning;
if necessary services and facilities remained
in operation after the attack, and if the
shelter were not buried and sealed heneath
mountains of rubble,

Governor Meyner goes on to point out
that eminent experts feel these favor-
able circumstances are not likely to
occur; and he states:

The probability is that damage would be
swift, extensive, sustained. It is the cruel-
est deception to create the impression that
shelters are an adequate defense.

Mr, President, in an age when nuclear
missiles can strike with less than 15
minutes' warning, when horror can be
rained on all points of a Nation simul-
taneously, when the power of weapons
has reached tremendously destructive
capacity it is futile and even cruel to
try to deceive the American people into
thinking that all they have to do to
survive is live like moles in so-called
civil defense shelters.

The concept of a shelter program, as
Governor Meyner stresses, is “predi-
cated on the assumption that an enemy
attack would be a relatively puny one.”

He continues with the irrefutable
factual statement:

The superbombs now In the stockpiles of
the United States and Soviet Union make it
possible that even a moderate sized attack
would be roughly 1,500 times the total de-
structive power that was released by all the
conventional bombs dropped during World
War II.

Of course, no one seriously believes
that an enemy would stop at one attack.
It is more reasonable to assume that any
nuclear war would involve a series of
attacks of unprecedented ferocity and
devastation.

Such devastation would unquestion-
ably render so-called bomb shelters
utterly useless as protection for our
population.

Mr. President, my view is that the
American people are not fooled by the
propaganda handed out and spoken over
the radio by highly paid officials of the
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization
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who are feeding at the public trough
and rendering no useful service what-
ever. Instead, they are very properly
in revolt against the waste of millions
of dollars by the defeated politicians
who have found a haven in the Office of
Civil and Defense Mobilization.,

They have grown weary of hysterical
alarms, screaming sirens, and foolish
practice alerts.

They have made it plain that they
will not be taken in by false promises
of subsurface survival,

I have no doubt, Mr. President, that
the American people wholeheartedly
subscribe to these words of Governor
Meyner:

There is only one way to assure survival
of 180 million Americans. We must have
peace—and to achieve it, we must intensify
the battle for control of nuclear weapons
by an international agency.

Indeed, Mr. President, peace, not un-
cerground caves, is the only shelter
against nuclear war.

Instead of wasting time talking about
billions of dollars for a network of shel-
ters, we should be talking seriously and
constantly about proposals which will
lead to disarmament and make per-
manent peace more readily attainable.

PUBLIC ENTITLED TO SEE AND
HEAR  PRESIDENTIAL CANDI-
DATES

Mr. YOUNG OF OHIO. Mr. Presi-
dent, late yesterday, at a time when I
was not in the Senate Chamber, the jun-
ior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scorr] said in presenting an alibi for
Vice President Nixon’s campaigning in
Portland, Maine, and elsewhere while
the Senate is in session, instead of pre-
siding:

The rather juvenile stopwatch technique

* & * designed solely to try to cloud and
conceal the facts.

Mr. President, let us look to the REc-
orD. The junior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania has been complaining as if his
heart were bleeding regarding the alleged
failure of the junior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr, KENNEDY] to be in con-
stant attendance to answer roll calls.
This, during a period of months when
Americans knew that the junior Senator
from Massachusetts was waging a hard
contest in Presidential preference pri-
maries in various States.

It is a fact, Mr. President, that no
Senator can stand in this Chamber after
reading the Constitution of our country
and truthfully assert that the junior
Senator from Massachusetts or any Sen-
ator has a greater obligation than does
the Vice President to be here while the
Senate is in session.

It is my hope and belief that the jun-
ior Senator from Massachusetts will
never for a moment be coerced by petty
needling, from making appearances
throughout the country at this time and
throughout the next few weeks while
the Senate is in session.

The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on page
16474 shows I stated the following:

I choose at this moment to refrain from
any further comment except to state that
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article I, section 8 of the Constitution of the
United States provides that the Vice Presi-
dent “shall be President of the Senate but
shall have no vote, unless they be equally
divided.”

Of course, the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate also repeat this provision, giving to the
Vice President the duty and responsibility of
presiding over the Senate. Mr, President, in
reading the Constitution of our country,
there is very little that is stated there regard-
ing the dutles of the Vice President other
than to preside over the Senate and to cast a
vote in event of a tle.

I make no comment over the fact that the
honor and responsibility of presiding over
the Benate have been relinquished by the
Vice President and that his duties and re-
sponsibilities, as stated in the Constitution,
were carried on by Senators.

Then, Mr. President, so there could be
no misunderstanding, I stated, and I
now restate:

Mr. President, the people of the United
States have great intelligence and common-
sense and excellent judgments. They know
that these two distinguished and outstand-
ing Americans, the distinguished junior
Senator from Massachusetts, and the Vice
President—I refer to JorEn F. KEENNEDY and
RicHARD NIxoN—who are candidates of their
respective parties for the Presidency of the
United States. The people know and they
appreciate that both of those leaders have
a lot of territory to cover and a great deal
to say between now and November 8. The
people of the United States want to see them
and they want to hear them.

So I simply feel, Mr. Presldent, in making
these brief remarks, that what is sauce for
the goose 1s sauce for the gander.

Finally, Mr, President, let me say that
my blood pressure does not rise when
the junior Senator from Pennsylvania
accuses me of resorting to “juvenile tech-
niques”; but I resent his statement of
yesterday that I was trying to “cloud and
conceal” any fact. I repudiate that as-
sertion; it is simply not the truth.

Let me add that this statement by him
was in line with his statements of
Wednesday, August 17, which I consid-
ered unfair and uncalled for, and which
the junior Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KennEpY] and the junior Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FursricHT], the
chairman of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, ably and completely
refuted.

Having imbedded this fly in the liquid
amber of my remarks, may I propound
a parliamentary inquiry to the distin-
guished and learned Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. TaLmancel, who is now presid-
ing in the absence of the Vice President.
Naturally, Mr. President, I would under
no circumstances, say anything in vio-
lation of the rules of the Senate.

Would it be a violation of the rules of
the Senate if I were to assert at this time
that when the junior Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr] stated, late
yvesterday, that I indulged in a “rather
juvenile stopwatch technique designed
solely to try to cloud and conceal the
facts,” the junior Senator from Penn-
sylvania not only made an untruthful
assertion assailing the motives of the
junior Senator from Ohio, but also re-
sorted to unfair, unseemly, and unjusti-
fied tactics in making such statement?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, TAL=
MADGE in the chair). Under rule XIX,
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clause 4, so the Parliamentarian advises
the Chair, the Senator from Ohio would
be in order, unless some other Senator
called the Senator from Ohio to order.
Any Member of the Senate could, of his
own volition, call the Senator from Ohio
to order; and at that point the Senator
from Ohio would be required to take
his seat, unless the Senate on motion au-
thorized him to proceed in order with
his remarks.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio.
Chair.

It happens that I was not notified that
on yesterday the junior Senator from
Pennsylvania was going to say anything
which did, in my opinion, question and
assail my motives. Therefore, at that
time I was not in the Chamber.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that fur-
ther proceedings under the quorum call
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

I thank the

ORDER OF BUSINESS—ABSENCE
OF SENATORS

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the Senator from New York

* [Mr. KeaTiNng] has agreed to have the

quorum call withdrawn, recognizing the
fact that most of the Members on the
other side of the aisle are out of town,
and it would therefore be impossible to
get a quorum. In the absence of a
quorum we would be forced to recess or
adjourn.

It does seem strange that, when in
the interest of getting our legislative pro-
gram completed in this short session and
when we have a Saturday session, yet so
many Members of the majority party of
the Senate are gone and we cannot
transact business. I refer particularly
to some of those who while campaigning
are expressing the most interest in this
bill. Had my friend from New York in-
sisted on a quorum, the presidential can-
didate from the other side of the aisle
would be recorded as absent and I know
he would not want that to happen, nor
would he want the Recorp to show the
unusually large absenteeism of the ma-
jority party.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. I appreciate my col-
league's yielding to me. I thought it
might be desirable to have a quorum
present to listen to the words of our dis-
tinguished friend from Michigan. I un-
derstand our distinguished friend from
New Mexico follows him. Both of them
have studied very much the problem
which is before us.

It was represented to me that it would
not be possible to obtain a quorum with-
out a great deal of effort. Asthe Senator
from Delaware has pointed out, the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Massa-
chusetts is not present.
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There has been a greaf deal of talk
about this. I happen to have personal
knowledge that the Vice President has
stayed in town this weekend, thinking
there might be some issue upon which
there might be a tie vote which he would
be required to break. He has declined
two or three speaking engagements of
great importance outside of Washington
in order to be here.

I certainly do not desire in any way to
disrupt the proceedings of the Senate.
That is the reason why I consented to
permit the quorum call to be called off.
I think the Senator from Delaware has
performed a service by bringing to our
attention the fact that we are present,
ready to transact business. Apparently
there are not enough Senators present
to do so.

Mr, HARTEKE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield to the Senator from
Indiana?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
yield in just a minute.

I wish to express my commendation to
the Senator for his cooperation in per-
mitting the quorum call to be called off.
Neither he nor I would wish to have the
quorum call proceed and to have the
Senate adjouarn for lack of attendance.
I realize the majority of the Members on
our side of the aisle are present, but we
do not have enough on our side of the
aisle to establish a quorum. Neither of
us would wish to have the REcorp show
the widespread absenteeism on the other
side of the aisle. The Senator from
New York and I would both regret very
much the necessity of a quorum show-
ing the absenteeism of the junior Sena-
tor from Massachusetts who claims to be
50 interested in the pending bill.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I think
in all fairness it should be pointed out
that last Saturday, while we were here,
the distinguished Vice President made a
trip to Maine. During the week—I think
it was on Thursday—the Vice President
went to Greensboro, N.C., to make a
visit. I think that is good; he should
go ahead about his campaigning busi-
ness. However, in all fairness it should
be pointed out that the Vice President is
not presiding at the moment. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr.
TaLmapce] is presiding, and doing well.
I think that is all right. I do not wish
to have anybody think there is any ques-
tion of unfairness involved in pointing
out who is absent and who is present.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. There is
no question of unfairness.

I desire to invite attention to a dif-
ference in the situation. The Vice
President, when he was not to be here,
did not ask that the Senate stay in ses-
sion but not vote until he got back. The
Vice President is perfectly willing to
have the Senate vote. He has been here
when it was necessary to vote.

The Vice President is in town now.
Much has been said of the fact that he
is not presiding over the Senate this

I will



16910

afternoon although he was here earlier
today. I think we all recognize that the
office of the Vice Presidency today is
much different from what it was in the
past. The duties of the Vice President
are such, and should be such, that they
do not necessitate the Vice President
sitting in the Chair to preside over the
Senate and to listen to a lot of dry
speeches 10 or 15 hours every day. That
is a waste of good manpower.

Now that this subject has been brought
up, considering the fact that there is so
much criticism of the Vice President’s
not continually presiding over the Sen-
ate, I certainly hope it does not mean
that in the event our friends on the
other side of the aisle are successful in
the coming election next year they are
going to downgrade the position of the
Vice-Presidency to one of merely presid-
ing over the Senate.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President——

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I be-
lieve the junior Senator from Massa-
chusetts would be the first to repudiate
that thought. I am confident our ma-
jority leader would certainly reject it
also. A man with the ability, talent, and
experience of our majority leader, if he
should be elected Vice President of the
United States, certainly should not have
his talents wasted by his party, on the
other side of the aisle, insisting that if
he is the Vice President he is going to
have to sit in the Presiding Officer’s
chair in the Senate all the time and
listen to U.S. Senators make a lot of
uninteresting speeches.

I think my friend from Indiana will
admif that is a waste of time.

Mr. HARTEKE. I will say to the Sen-
ator——

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I do not
mind criticism of our own Vice Presi-
dent——

Mr. HARTEKE. I did not know I had
criticized.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
much concerned about this question and
I hope that we can get it cleared up from
the other side of the aisle. In all fair-
ness to the majority leader whom I re-
spect very highly—he is entitled to know
to what extent his party would use his
talents.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota and Mr.
HARTEE addressed the chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Delaware yield; and,
if so, to whom?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will
yield in just a moment.

I hope that one of our leaders—either
the majority leader or the junior Sena-
tor from Massachusetts—will clear up
the inference that they are going to
downgrade the position of the Vice-Presi-
dency from that which it has been in the
last few years.

I know that President Truman, with
whom I did not always agree, did the
country a great service, as he assumed
the Presidency, when he elevated the
importance of the position of the
Vice President, with Mr. Barkley hold-
ing that office. He made use of the Vice
President’s great ability in a manner
other than to preside over the Senate.

In my opinion it will be a waste of
manpower to relegate the Vice Presi-
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dent to such a position and to bar him
from all participation in the work of the
executive branch. After all, if anything
should happen to the President of the
United States, the Vice President must
be aware of what is going on in the ex-
ecutive branch, so that he will be able
It;ti) assume the duties of the office at any
me.

I again wish to compliment President
Truman on the manner in which he ele-
vated the position of the Vice Presidency,
under Mr. Barkley. I compliment also
our own President, Mr, Eisenhower, for
the manner in which he has gone even
farther in assigning important duties to
our Vice President. Those duties are far
more important than those of presiding
over the Senate.

I am exceedingly hopeful, regardless of
who may win the next election, that
the new President will use the Vice Presi-
ident even more in the important work
of our Government,

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1960

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 12580), the social secu-
rity amendments of 1960.

Mr. HARTKE, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I had
indicated I would yield first to my friend
from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, the junior Senator from South
Dakota desires to make a parliamentary
inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Delaware yield for
that purpose?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state his parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I desire
to make this inquiry with the under-
standing that the Senator from Dela-
ware will not lose his right to the floor.

Mr. President, my parliamentary in-
quiry is, Does the parliamentary situa-
tion at this time permit the Senate to
proceed to a vote on any amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
is no amendment pending at the
moment. The bill is open to amend-
ment.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Have
the committee amendments been agreed
to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendments have been
agreed to en bloc.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. Are the
committee amendments considered to be
original text?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendments have been
agreed to en bloc with the understand-
ing that the committee amendments
will be treated as original text for the
purpose of amendment.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If an
amendment were to be offered at the
present time, could a Senator ask for a
vote on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator could, if no Senator desired to
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speak further. A vote would then be in
order.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota has one or two
amendments in mind, but does not know
whether this is an auspicious time to
offer them. The Senator from South
Dakota would wish to have a yea-and-
nay vote if he were to offer the amend-
ments.

Mr. HARTEE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment.

Does the Senator from Delaware
yield?

I will

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
yield in just a moment.

I understand there was a statement
yesterday on the part of the majority
leader that there would be no votes
today, and I know we all will respect
that statement of the majority leader.

However, I understand that if there
are no amendments offered and if there
are no speakers we could proceed to a
third reading of the bill, and be ready
for a final vote Monday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
has been no unanimous-consent agree-
ment adopted.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Presiding Officer is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As the
Senator knows, the bill is open to
amendment. If no amendment be pro-
posed, the bill will be ready for third
reading.

Mr, ALLOTT and Mr., HARTEE ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, since the quorum eall
was called off, I wish to have the REcorp
show that the senior Senator from Colo-
rado was on the floor at the time of the
call of the roll and is now on the fioor.
The senior Senator from Colorado is in
Washington attending to the business of
the Senate.

I have felt that this particular session
of the Senate was unnecessary and that
if we had gotten down to work earlier
in the spring, instead of having all sorts
of delaying tactics and delaying speeches
on the floor, we could have had our
work done long before this. Neverthe-
less, the majority worked its will, in
spite of my vote, and we did recess until
this particular time.

There are some of us who are running
for office this fall I note from the
newspapers that my particular opponent
is out making political speeches to the
people of Colorado, which he is perfectly
entitled to do, but I should like to be
there in cool Colorado with my friends
discussing the issues of the campaign
rather than driving around or being
present in the muggy heat of Wash-
ington.

So it is my hope that on this day we
can make some progress. Some of us
are anxious to leave. I state flatly that
it is not going to be very long before this
Senator is going to leave, whether the
Senate is still in session or not, because I
feel that I have a right to go to my home
State and acquaint my constituents and
friends with the issues and do such cam-
paigning as must be done.



1960

I thank the Senator from Delaware
very much for yielding, and particularly
for the opportunity to show that I was
present this Saturday morning, when I
had foregone an opportunity to speak at
a very influential gathering in my own
State today in order to be here.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator from Colorado. Iknow that
the Senator from Colorado, as well as
many Senators from this side, including
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEP-
PEL] who is sitting here beside me, had
speaking engagements back in their
States, but they are in attendance today
because they wished to help expedite the
business of the Senate. Again I com-
pliment and thank the Senator from New
York for his cooperation, because the
only manner in which the Senate can
even proceed with speeches today is to
have a quorum call withdrawn. Ob-
viously there is not a quorum with so
many Members of the majority party
having already left town for the week-
end.

Mr. HARTEE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. HARTKE. I point out to my good
friend from Delaware that I did not
mean to imply any criticism of the Vice
President for not being present last
Thursday or Saturday. On the con-
trary, I said that in all fairness his ab-
sence should be explained. I think the
Vice President has very important duties,
and I think among those were campaign
appearances last Thursday and last Sat-
urday, which were of a political nature,
but certainly in the interest of giving
the Vice President’s views to the public
so that the people of our country might
know about his position on public mat-
ters.

In regard to the subject of voting to-
day, I think in all fairness to Senators
who are present, there should be no mis-
understanding. It was the minority that
practically insisted that the majority
leader assure the Senate that there would
be no votes today. I read from the
REcoRDp on page 16857:

Mr. DIrRxsEN. Mr. President, I think it
ought to be made definite that there will be
no votes, rather than to say that no votes
are anticipated. A good many Senators have
already left the city; others will be leaving.
I think there should be definite assurance
that under no circumstances will there be a
vote on any amendment tomorrow.

Mr. JoaNsoN of Texas. I cannot go that
far, because I do not control that procedure.

However, so far as the majority leader can
control the procedure, there will be no votes.

This procedure was not a matter
initiated by the majority leader; this
was a question of trying to work out an
agreeable procedure.

I should like to say one thing further,
because I am going to meet a question
when I arrive home. Yesterday on a
rolleall I voted for two measures that
were presented at the special request and
insistence of the President to authorize
the expenditure of $500 million for South
America and $100 million for the Congo.

Senators talk about cooperation with
the President. Certainly there was no
effort to delay procedures in order to pass
those two measures yesterday on the
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floor of the Senate. They were measures
which under normal -circumstances
would call for long debate and searching
questions as to what would be done with
the money after it had been appro-
priated.

The point is that the bills were passed,
and the majority of Senators on this side
of the aisle, including myself, voted for
the bills.

I do not mind telling the Senator that
we will meet the charge from Republi-
cans at home that we are big spenders
because we have spent what the Presi-
dent wants us to spend. We are big
spenders because we authorize money
the President wants us to spend. We
have held up the progress of Congress
when in one day we pass two bills which
the President describes as emergency
measures in our international affairs.

I think it is right that when we hit the
water’'s edge, partisan consideration
should cease. So far as I am concerned,
I have observed that principle, and I am
sure many other Senators have also. I
think other Senators in good conscience
should hold the line there also.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator, and I assure him that I
never for one moment thought that any-
thing he was saying about the Vice Pres-
ident was in any way political or criti-
cal, just as I would not want the Sena-
tor from Indiana to think that anything
we are saying over on this side of the
aisle is in any sense political. We all
realize to what extent we are operating
in the U.S. Senate during this special
session in a nonpolitical atmosphere.

I compliment and thank my good
friend from Indiana for his support yes-
terday of the President of the United
States. I believe I can assure him that
when he returns to his home State he
will not have much difficulty in explain-
ing to his constituents satisfactorily at
any time when he has supported the
President of the United States. It is
only when he has not supported him
may he have a little more difficulty. I
hope that the spirit of cooperation in
which my friend from Indiana supported
the President of the United States yes-
terday will carry through on the bill
which is now pending. If he does, I am
confident that he will again be on the
right track.

As to the charge that those who sup-
port the President are called big spend-
ers, I think he is in error. It was at
times when Congress tried to spend much
more than the President said was neces-
sary that Congress received criticism.
On occasions, Senators on the other side
of the aisle have felt the spending urge
and have added to that which the Pres-
ident said was necessary, and such excess
is what has caused the Senator’s party to
receive the tag of big spenders.

If you will stop trying to increase the
appropriations far above the budgetary
requests you will be able to drop the label
of big spenders.

Some Senators have too much enthu-
siasm for these spending programs. If
they will only control that enthusiasm
next week when we vote on some of the
programs that are being advoeated here,
I think we can all go home with the
compliments of our constituents.
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Mr. HARTEE. I hope the Senator
from Delaware is correct. This bill is
a good example of what I have been talk-
ing about. The Congress should enact
a health plan based upon the social se-
curity approach with contributions from
workers, and not go ahead and raid the
Treasury Department, as is proposed by
the administration. The administration
proposal is to make a direct raid, a di-
rect gift, and a subsidy to the people on
the basis that they need medical care.

I observed as I sat in the committee a
remarkable development in the fact that
there does not seem to be any difference
now between the approach of the admin-
istration and the approach of those of us
on this side of the aisle in regard to the
need for medical care. The question
now is, How will the bill be paid?
Frankly, we feel the bill should be paid in
the real American way—on an insurance
basis, by which individuals make con-
tributions, and later receive the benefits
from their payments. The administra-
tion believes that the Government should
make a direct subsidy. I know my dis-
tinguished friend from Delaware, based
upon his constant observation of the
doctrine of avoiding subsidies to the peo-
ple, will be on the side of those who feel
that we should pay as we go on the so-
cial security approach. I am sorry he
will have to leave the approach of the
President, but I know in cases of national
urgency he will feel that subsidies of this
nature cannot and should not be granted.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
my good friend from Indiana again.
I know his remarks are expressed in
all sincerity. What gives me some
concern is that my friend from Indiana
takes the attitude that the program
which he is advocating under the social
security approach will not cost the Amer-
ican taxpayers anything, and would
cause no raid on the Treasury. Who
would pay the tax to which you so lightly
refer? The Senator from Indiana pro-
poses to place the tax on the workers
of America. When he speaks of raiding
the Treasury, I ask him where the Treas-
ury gets its money? From the taxpayers
of America. Any program that is adopt-
ed will be a program that will be paid
for by the taxpayers of America, and
the only difference in approach is
whether we shall vote to adopt a program
which will increase the tax on the work-
ers of America alone, or whether we shall
vote a program under which the cost will
be divided among all the people of Amer-
ica. That is the major point involved.
It is a point which will be argued later,
and into which I do not wish to go now,
because I know my friend, the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. McNaMArA] and my
friend from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]
wish to get on with their speeches.

With such a program such as the Sen-
ator has proposed there will be a reduc~
tion in the paycheck of every worker in
America. I emphasizeIhave had a great
respect for my friends on the other side
of the aisle, but I shudder at the casual
manner they use when talking about
increasing taxes.

Why do you get so enthusiastic every
time someone suggests raising taxes?
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Surely we are not to witness the revival
of that old New Deal philosophy of tax,
spend, and elect. I am not unmindful of
the fact that since we first put the Fed-
eral income tax law in effect, in 1913,
there have been 15 tax increases, and
every one of those tax increases except
2 were enacted by the Democratic
Party. It is this free and easy tax and
spending policy that distresses me. Some
even argue that it does not make any dif-
ference how much we raise taxes so long
as we give something back to the people.
If that is the program of this New Fron-
tier coalition I do not like it.

On the other hand, 8 of the 10 tax
reductions given to the people have been
given to them by the Republican Party.
With respect to personal exemptions,
when the New Deal administration took
over, the personal exemption was $1,000
for each individual, and $2,500 for a
married couple. That was in 1933. Un-
der the New Deal and Fair Deal these ex-
emptions were whittled down to $500 by
1947. The Republican-controlled 80th
Congress, over the veto of the President,
Harry Truman, increased the exemption
by $100, to the present $600. Throughout
the entire history of our Federal income
tax law the Democratic Party, when it
has been in power, has never raised the
exemption at any time. Oh, it promises
to raise these exemptions when cam-
paigning but when in power they lower
them. The Democratic Party’s platform
is always pledged to raise the personal
exemption. But, the actions of the
Demoeratic Party in Congress show that
every time they have tampered with it,
they have decreased the exemption. The
whole record of the Democratic Party is
one of continuously raising taxes and
then staying awake nights to think of
new ways to spend.

It is for those reasons that I am con-
cerned by what the Senator from In-
diana has just said. Do not forget that
whenever we vote money out of the
Treasury, whether it is for the social se-
curity program or for any other Federal
project, the cost is assessed to the Ameri-
can taxpayers.

The Government has no mysterious
source of income. The only money we
can appropriate under any program is
money which has first been taken either
directly or indirectly out of the pockets
of the American taxpayers. We do not
give the American people anything.

Now, again, I thank the Senator from
New York for not insisting on a live
quorum and thereby embarrassing our
friend from Massachusetts by having
the Recorp show that he is absent today.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. I do not wish to pro-
long the discussion on the bill which is
before the Senate, at this point, but I
must express, not criticism, but cer-
tainly consternation and distress to hear
my friend from Indiana, who usually
has such a sympathetic attitude, say
that it is a raid on the Treasury for
provision to be made for the elderly peo-
ple, for those who need the aid so badly.
It is almost universally agreed that
something should be done for the older
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people to meet their medical needs, par-
ticularly for those who need the help.
There are different viewpoints as to how
the problem should be approached.
However, to hear it called a raid on the
Treasury, or even a subsidy, distresses
me very much. I am surprised and dis-
tressed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, in
view of the administration’s loudly pro-
claimed crusade for fiscal responsibility,
it is hard to understand their stubborn
shortsightedness in supporting a health
program for the aged that can cost the
taxpayers billions of dollars.

If it is true that some 10 million aged
persons would be eligible for services un-
der the bill approved by the Finance
Committee, this medical care program
could cost the States and the Federal
Government approximately $2.5 billion,
with the Federal share amounting to
$1.7 billion.

Perhaps the administration is not too
concerned about the cost because these
figures really are not meaningful. The
blunt truth of the matter is that it would
be the miracle of the century if all of
the States—or even a sizable number—
would be in a position to provide the
matching funds to make the program
more than just a plan on paper.

Let us fact the fact that what would
really happen is that the cost would be
kept low, and so would the number of
aged persons receiving medical care.

Is this what we really want?

To apply a means test, to require the
surrendering of dignity and worldly pos-
sessions to become a charity patient, is
repugnant to the American concept and
desire for an abundant and secure re-
tirement for its elderly citizens.

The social security approach applied
to a health insurance program is fiscally
sound.

It provides a pay-as-you-go system of
financing, does away with the humiliat-
ing means test, and avoids placing an
impossible financial burden on the
States.

At hearings of the Senate Subcommit-
tee on Problems of the Aged and Aging
this program received the endorsement
of the Nation’s leading economists and
public health specialists.

The working people who would benefit
from this type of a program are willing
and anxious to pay for it during their
active working years, so that when the
time comes for them to refire, health in-
surance will be an earned right, not a
charity handout.

As a nation we can be proud of our
medical achievements.

Now let us find a way to make it pos-
sible for these benefits to come within
the reach of our aged.

In no field of public policy have so
many myths been employed as instru-
ments to confuse the public as in this
area of medical insurance for our aged
citizens. Pressure groups with vested
interests have expended large sums to
distort income statistics, have flaunted
hysterical slogans and have poured heavy
resources into advertising and pressure
campalgns,
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With all this emotional effort they
have not been able to refute or wipe out
the plain, simple fact that the aged of
this Nation have costly medical needs,
have shamefully low incomes and have
refused—as a group—+to bend their knees
for charity to pay for medical bills.
They would rather suffer silently and,
in some cases, have literally died first.

The aged deserve and insist on dignity
in meeting medical costs. They assert—
as we do—that a system of medical in-
surance operating through the estab-
lished social security system is the effec-
tive, efficient, and dignified means to ac-
complish this purpose.

Mr. President, let us take up these fic-
tional arguments one by one early in
this debate and dispose of them once and
for all. We can then get on with an
intelligent discussion of the policy free
from the vague, visceral slogans of the
mimeograph mind.

FACT AND FICTION ABOUT MEDICAL CARE
PROBLEMS OF THE AGED

First. Fiction: The aged have no spe-
cial health problems. This has been
stated over and over again.

Facts: (a) persons 65 and older with
one or more chronic condition, 76 per-
cent; persons of all ages with one or more
chronic condition, 41.4 percent.

(b) Percent discharged from short-
stay hospitals, aged, 12.1 percent; all
ages, 9.9 percent.

(¢) Percent in hospital more than 30
days, aged, 38.8 percent; all ages, 27.1
percent. Average number of days in
hospital, aged, 15; all ages, 9.

(d) More than half the aged who have
chronic conditions are limited in their
activity.

(e) Many have residual handicaps
that might have been prevented if the
disease or injury had been adequately
treated at the outset.

(f) At any given moment, there are
about 750,000 cases of cancer, most of
which are in those over 65.

(g) While the aged make up only
about 9 percent of the total population,
they constitute 40 percent of all heart
disease cases.

(h) As of 1957-58, medical expendi-
tures by the aged, on a per capita basis,
were 88 percent greater than those for
all ages. Since then the difference is
even greater in all likelihood. Hospital
costs have been increasing at an annual
rate of 8 percent. From 19562 to 1957
health expenditures for all ages in-
creased 42 percent, but 74 percent for
aged.

Second. Fiction: Older persons have
adequate incomes to meet their medical
costs.

Facts: (a) For the same 5-year pe-
riod—1952-57—income of families with
aged heads and of aged unrelated indi-
viduals rose by only 20 percent.

(b) As of 1957-58, nearly one-half of
the aged in a health information foun-
dation study—47 percent—had no assets
at all or only one type of asset—home,
life insurance, savings, stocks, or help
from relatives—to pay, in whole or in
part, a medical bill of $500 or more.

(¢) In 1958 Census Bureau figures
showed the following income data: First
for all aged individuals, 60 percent—9.6
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million—had incomes of less than $1,000;
second, for families with aged heads—6
million families—half of them had no
more than $2,600 income; third, for 3.5
million aged unrelated individuals, half
had no more than $939 income.

(d) The 1959 Survey of Consumer Fi-
nances, Federal Reserve Board—which
does not include aged of very lowest in-
come and in institutions, and so forth—
shows that there are now more aged with
no liquid assets than there were in 1949:
1949, at least 3.9 million spending units;
1959, at least 4.6 million spending units.

(e) The same survey of 1959 shows
that 45 percent had less than $500 in
liguid assets; 30 percent had no liquid
assets at all.

NoTe—1949-59 Survey of Consumer
Finances statistics do not take into ac-
count changes in purchasing power of
assets—nor increase in aged’s medical
costs—since 1949.

(f) Since the new Anderson-Kennedy-
McNamara amendment applies only to
social security beneficiaries aged 68 and
over, these kinds of figures on income
and assets cited above would indicate
worse financial conditions for the 68-
and-over aged population.

(g) The median income of aged
males—including those working full-
time and those 65 to 68—was $1,488 in
1958. And this figure does not include
aged men with no income at all.

(h) All these figures should be
weighed against the statement by the
Secretary of HEW that, on the basis of
a very low-cost food budget, an income
of less than $2,560 for an elderly couple
is uncomfortably low.

(1) As of the end of 1958 only 1.5 per-
sons 65 and older were on private pen-
sions,

(i) In 1949 the median income of fam-
ilies with aged heads was 60.6 percent
of the median for all U.S. families, but
by 1958 it dropped to 52.4 percent.

(k) Even when we take into account
the differences in family size, the in-
come of the aged is lower than that for
other families.

Third. Fiction: The medical problem
of the aged can be met through private
insurance.

Facts: (a) Including those with in-
adequate private insurance coverage,
only 42 to 49 percent of the aged have
any health insurance. These figures are
only estimates by the Department of
HEW and the insurance companies.

(b) These figures also include em-
ployed older people, who probably have
the highest percentage of coverage be-
cause they are more likely to be able
to afford premiums, and their employer
probably contributes. They also in-
clude the 65-67-year-olds who have
greater private coverage than those 68
and older.

(¢) Many Blue Cross plans suffer defi-
cits because of their inclusion of aged
persons at no extra premium or at
premiums not calculated to finance their
higher risks and higher costs.

(d) The social security 1957 survey
showed that among hospitalized insured
aged beneficiaries, 73 percent had zero
to one-half of their medical costs met by
insurance.
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(e) Only 14 percent of all beneficiary
couples had some or all of their medi-
cal costs covered by insurance.

(f) Most insured persons do not have
the right to convert group policies to in-
dividual ones when they retired. Only
30 percent have this right, in the Nation
as a whole,

(g) For those who do have the right,
the increase in the premium is 80 to 300
percent of the preretirement group
premium.

Fiction: The American people are
against the social security approach.

Facts: (a) First of all, the vast ma-
jority of Americans approve and accept
the 25-year-old system of social insur-
ance for meeting the hazards of old age.

(b) The two best and most reputable
national studies—by the University of
Michigan and by the National Opinion
Research Center—show that the ma-
jority of their national samples favor a
government role in meeting the medical
cost problems of people.

University of Michigan study, 1956:
55 percent favor, 25 percent oppose, 20
percent no opinion.

NORC study, 1957-58: 54 percent fa-
vor, 43 percent oppose, 3 percent no
opinion.

Note—The questions used in these

.two surveys referred to doctors’ fees, and

for health care in general for individuals
of all ages. The Anderson-Eennedy-
McNamara amendment applies only to
beneficiaries 68 and older—and excludes
payments for doctors’ fees.

(¢) No really scientific study—with
carefully worded questions asked of a
truly representative sample—has been
done in the past 2 years covering the en-
tire American population, asking spe-
cifically about approval of a social se-
curity program of benefits such as pro-
vided in the A-K-M amendment for
older persons.

(d) It is interesting to note, however,
that in surveys conducted in two heavily
Republican congressional districts in
1960, using words and/or “sampling”
techniques that result in a bias against
such a proposal—the large majority still
favored the idea:

First. Twenty-second District, Ohio,
Mrs. BorTon, with question asking about
all medical expenses, and the answers
solicited and returned through a mailing
technique:

Should the Social Security Act be amend-
ed to include the payment of all medical ex-
penses after retirement, the cost to be pald
by both employers and employees?—ConN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, March 10, 1960:

[In percent]
In |Against] No |Total
favor opinion
1089, . - 5 48. 5 38.9 12.6 100
s 2’ | Lo e A 60.3 2.0 .7 100

Second. PFifth District, Minnesota, Mr.
Jupp, with question asking about surgical
benefits—not covered in A-K-M amend-
ment—and using a sampling technique
based on telephone directory, which re-
duces number of low-income and aged
persons:

Do you favor increasing the [social se-
curity] tax In order to provide additional
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benefits, such as providing Insurance against
costs of hospital, nursing home, and surgical
services for retired persons under social se-
cg;ioty?—conmonu REecorp, June 25,
1960:

In |Agalnst] No |Total

favor opinion
All respondents__._.__. 50 33 8 100
Democrat-Farm Labor. 8 15 7 100
ReJ:ublicans ........... 50 42 8 100
Independents.._.._._._ a6 28 6 100
No party indieation. - _| 64 26 10 100

Fiction: The cost of the social security
approach is enormously greater than
asserted.

Facts:

First. The cost was computed care-
fully and with conservatism by the Chief
Actuary of the Social Security Adminis-
tration.

Second. The cost is figured on a level
premium basis and takes into account
increases for the next 100 years.

Third. The calculated cost does not
include reductions of 15 to 20 percent in
overall costs estimated by experts of the
Social Security Administration to result
from emphasis on preventive medicine
and low cost nonhospital care.

Fourth. Expenditures for the early
years will run around $700 million and
revenue will be over a billion dollars per
year. This provides a prudent future
reserve.

Fiction: This is only the beginning and
will lead to national compulsory health
insurance.

Facts:

First. The aged have a special prob-
lem today and this is the one that we
are attempting to solve.

Second. We are not asserting an
urgent need for covering the general
population.

Third. Under this argument, the
parade of future horrors, we would
never enact any programs to meet
urgent needs.

Fiction: Social security will lead to
poor quality medicine.

Facts:

First. The quality of medical care is
the responsibility of the medical profes-
sion and it will not abdicate this respon-
sibility.

Second. The source of the funds re-
ceived by the hospital will have no effect
upon how that hospital cares for any
given patient.

Third. Over 5 percent of hospital bills
are unpaid. Source: American Hospital
Association report. When hospitals re-
ceive payments for these bills, it will
permit them to improve services for all
their patients.

Fourth. Good hospitals now assure
that care of high quality is given in
their institution.

Fiction: There will be excessive use of
facilities.

Facts:

Pirst. Admission and discharge to and
from hospitals is controlled by the
patient’s physician.

Second. The bill calls for a review of
long-stay cases by a committee of physi-
cians who are on the staff of the
hospital.
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Third. The balanced set of benefits
provided in the bill will tend to limit the
use of expensive facilities and encourage
the use of less expensive facilities when
these are appropriate for the patient.

Fourth. Any increase in use will be
temporary as those who have postponed
the need for care get it. When this
backlog has been dealt with, the amount
of care given will level off.

Fifth. Older persons who have hospi-
tal insurance stay in the hospital only
half as long as those who don’'t have
hospital insurance.—Per OASDI survey.

Fiction: The social security approach
is socialized medicine.

Facts:

First. Socialized medicine means that
the doctors work for the Government.
How can they say that about this pro-
gram when the doctors will continue to
be paid by their patients?

Second. This approach is one of in-
surance, not of direct service. In this,
it is much like the widely accepted vol-
untary health insurance programs—Ilike
Blue Cross.

Third. The program will not fake
over the hospitals and nursing homes;
it will simply pay their bills.

Fourth. There can be no govern-
mental interference in the physician-
patient relationship since the doctors
are not included in the program.

Fiction: Private insurance will be run
out of business.

Facts:

Pirst. There has been a dramatic
growth in life insurance and retirement
annuities following passage of social
security.

1., Chronie ailments (as opposed to scute ones) typify the aged population:
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Second. This program would remove
the least profitable segment of their
business.

Third. It would permit them to
charge younger people less because they
will not be saddled with the cost of care
for older people.

Fourth. Those older people who can
afford it will be able to purchase insur-
ance for those benefits not provided in
this bill and also have luxury care.

Fiction: There is no one who needs
medical care who can’t get it now.

Facts:

The health of the aged will be sus-
tained only by early examination and
treatment, not when a bursting emer-
gency is at hand.

First. There is one unknown diabetic
for every known one.

Second. Four percent of the people
over 40 have glaucoma—three-fourths
undetected.

Third. Six women in every thousand
run around with cancer of the cervix
undetected.

Fourth. These people need medical
care and can’t get it now.,

Fiction: Social security approach does
not cover everyone.

First. Nine out of ten workers are cov-
ered.

Second. With the passage of time,
more and more aged persons will be
eligible for the program and fewer and
fewer will have to rely on public assist-
ance.

Third. At present, 9 million of the
12.56 million over 68 are eligible for the
program; 1.5 million of the remainder
are now receiving some medical care
through public assistance; a half million
are covered by civil service or railroad

Basic dala on health status of aged
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retirement pensions and these can buy
into the program; others may still be
employed full time and the remainder
can be helped by the medical indigency
program until coverage as a right under
OASDI is more widespread.

Fiction: Social security is compulsory
medicine.

Facts:

First. The only compulsion involved in
this program is to pay the contribution.

Any public program involving tax
funds requires this much compulsion.

Second. The acceptance of benefits is
purely voluntary.

Third. Free choice of physician, hos-
pital, or nursing home is guaranteed.

Fourth. The bill specifically prohibits
interference in the practice of medicine
and indeed, physicians’ services are not
covered at all.

Fiction: Social security approach does
not pinpoint the need.

Facts:

First. People often cannot recognize
the need for care since they do not
realize they may have a serious progres-
sive disease.

Second. Financial need is widespread
among the aged since 57 percent of them
have less than $1,000 per year cash
income.

Third. Nobody can tell when he will
have a huge medical bill and therefore
everybody requires health insurance.

Fourth. Delay in receiving care raises
the total cost of taking care of the aged
person.

Those medical care programs which
emphasize early diagnosis use 20 percent
fewer hospital days than do programs
which do not.

4. A higher proportion of the aged arc in the hespital for more than 1 month:

Ages Ages
Allages | 25to 44 | 45to 64 | 65 plus Allages | 25to44 | 45to 64 | 65 plus
Percent with 1 or more chronie conditions. . 41.4 40.2 680.1 76.0 Percent in hospital more than 80 days__.___ 27.1 19.5 31.0 38.8
Percent l.lmned [T T R 10.1 .7 16.8 42.3

(Above data from U.8, Natlonal Health Survey, Public Health Service.)

5. On a per capita basis, in 1057-58, the total medical expenses of the aged were
88 percent greater than for the general'populntlou e

2. The aged enter hospitals more {requently than the general population:

Percent discharged from short-stay hospital

paid out as beneﬂm. (2

Ages
Ages Allages | 18to34 | 35to54 | 66to 64 | 65 plus
Personal co sumpt.[on expendi-
All sgee | O0PImS e Tor oalth Lo <. ocoerer- $04 s8| s8] s $177
il 2 S Excludes (1) payments pald as preminms for health insurance, but includes amounts
persons,

payments for all institutionalized

(From Health Information Foundation study.)
ospital expenses—as of 1057}?;“ higher and are a greater proportion of total

medlml expenditures among th
3. Their average length of stay is higher than for the general population: Ages
Ages All ages | 65 plus
Allages | 25todé | 45to 64 | 68 plus Donarbospitalexpandltum(pw BODIEAY cscee e s s k] $49
Hospital expenditures as of percent of 0tal.ee-eereecoanacennan-s n 3
Average number of d8¥8. .ccceenecanncanna 8.6 7.2 12,0 147
(From Health Information Foundation study.)
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Basic data on health status of aged—Continued
7. The most t types of ilinesses h zing the aged are also the ones The higher the age, the greater is the portion of hospital charges (which are
thel;a]m nsf:ﬁmmmw wﬁm%munagharestouhehospmg hlghortobeginwithjpaldbythepat L
populat
Ages
Under 65 65 plus
Di tic categories 2Wto44 | 45to 64 | 65t0 60 | 70 plus
S Hospital | Percent | Hospital | Percent o
charges | of total | charges | of total
Percent paid by patient, completely or In
s 28.7 2.7 46.6 65.1
Diseases of cirenlatory system $276 4.9 £ 18.7 Average hospital bill_ o .eooeeaaes $215 $350 $406 £300
Nerv msimemandmmwgam. 252 2.6 404 1.3
Diseases of digestive sy: 202 4.9 413 5.9
hnlacysﬂtis and uholeuthiasis Bﬁi?‘l3 ig % g{ (From University of Michigan study, 1959.)
sre?vtotalh ital charges (including g
rles)_.ﬁ.{.-...u. ..... 1 e o Rl

(From University of Michigan study, 1959.)

BASIC DATA ON HEALTH

Thus the health care problem of the
aged is aggravated by (a) their greater
frequency of chronic illnesses and hos-
pital stays; (b) the higher cost of their
medical expenses; (c¢) the higher pro-
portion paid out of pocket by them; and
(d) their sharply lower financial ability
to finance medical expenses:

(a) While the increase in health ex-
penditures from 1952-53 to 1957-58, for
all ages, was 42 percent, the increase for
the aged was T4 percent.

(b) The financial ability of the aged
has not grown by the same magnitude.

In the same 5-year period, the income
of families with aged heads and of aged
unrelated individuals increased only
about 20 percent.

According to the Federal Reserve Bu-
reau’s 1958 survey among a sample of
three-fourths of the aged population—
typically in better financial status than
those not surveyed—45 percent had less
than $500 in liquid assets, 30 percent had
no liquid assets whatsoever.

Census Bureau estimates of the 1958
income of the aged indicate that (a) for
individuals, 60 percent—9.6 million—had
incomes of less than $1,000; (b) for

families with aged heads—6 million fam-
ilies—half had no more than $2,600 in-
come in 1958; (¢) for unrelated indi-
viduals—3.5 million men and women—
half had no more than $939 in that year.

Mr. President, many questions con-
cerning this program have been raised.
A number of tables containing informa-
tion in reply to those questions have been
prepared. I ask unanimous consent that
they be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Recipients of | Population Maximum v

QAA per age 65 and Number money 1 pay- mmg

1,000 popula-| over (in of OAA ments, legal Notes ing vendor

aged 65 | thousands) reciplents limit unless &aymu,

and over July 1958 January 1960 noted as ovember

(June 1959) estimate adminis,
Alab 406 241 99,278 $75 $48.17
Alaska 5 210 {1} 1,452 100 64.22
Arizona 176 b 13. 948 80 61.89
D L e e A e ek A 200 187 55, 470 60 v 47.76
California 215 178 257,743 106 v | Jannary 1060, $115. 90.73
Colorad 330 139 51, 434 106 v 99.13
Ci ticut 67 220 14,732 v 110. 84
Delaware. 44 32 1,343 75 49.33
District of Columbia, 47 61 3, 146 v 3. 84
Florida. 151 453 69, 976 66 v 56,20
Jeorgia. 356 264 97, 508 a5 47.20
Gnam 51 25. 63
Hawaii 50 28 1, 471 v 61. 98
Idaho 131 56 oo B S v Numin home care onl 66,79
Tlinois 83 014 75,443 85 v | Cost-of-living index {nﬂvmlnismtlve}............_......- 78.53
Indi: 70 418 28,271 0y 6104
Towa 111 316 34, 877 v 73.51
ATSAS S 129 226 28, 971 v 78. 66
Kentucky. 205 272 56, 685 65 Administra 44,89
Louisiana 572 209 124, 643 72 v | February 19@. $78 (administrative) . oo 66,11
Maine. 115 103 11, 881 66 v 63.78
Maryland. 48 198 9, 568 109-210 v | County classification (administrative). . - ...ccceecicaao. 60, 49
1 157 5813 80, 523 sina: ¥, 100. 06
i A 108 500 62, T69 80 v 71.81
M 142 335 47, 502 v 85. 90
ssissippl 446 174 80, 326 35 July 1960, $40. . 20.83
issouri 2566 460 17, 677 65 v 50, 40
ontana 112 63 7,053 85 (.. 63. 84
Nebraska._ __. 100 152 15,288 Wy 09. 36
Nevada_..___ 201 15 2, 624 v (Adminisirative) 70.34
New Hampshire 79 65 4,032 0V |aees do_.. 78.05
New Jersey. 38 407 18,8556 v 88. 24
New Mexico. 21 47 10, 699 180 v | Case maximum (administrative) 67.87
New Yark_ il 56 1, 520 83, 888 v 105.97
North ©C - 169 285 49,232 v 40.73
North Da!:ota- ......................... 135 52 7,318 v 85. 01
Ohio 106 834 90, 187 \ N e 70. 57
Oklahoma. 384 220 90, 471 133 v | (Administrative) 82,87
Oregon 104 173 17, 205 v T7.44
Pennsylvania. 47 1,046 50, 307 v 68. 20
Puerto Rico 378 103 39,701 8.20
Rhode Island 83 84 6, 822 v 77.77
Bouth C 223 145 33,017 60 v | Administrative 30.52
Bouth Dakota. e st n s nanan e 132 68 9, 085 o 60, 43
200 277 65, 770 56 v | Administrative 41,78
Texas 3206 660 222, 398 67 do 52.98
= 2 B B B[ mamsease E
Vermont 5,7 v me care only. -

Virgin Islands. 202 T —— v | Drugs only. 23.53
gl R g B e Lo AT TR S 57 259 p & IR v | Nursing home care only; added hospital care, July 1960.. 43. 56
Washington 200 269 50,006 25 v | Case mnﬂmum (ad mtnlan-stive) ....................... 83, 56
West Vlrp;lrljﬁ 120 167 19, 904 60 v 36,97
Wisconsin 96 383 38, 026 (0% g RSSO 79. 50
Wyoming 130 2% 3,359 Bv 70.78
Total, United States. ... -.oooceee- | 156 15,047 2,387, 468 66. 63

! y—Vendor payments,

3 Nursing home care only for maximum; remedial eye care vendor payment only.
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Number of OAA recipients per 1,000 popula-
tion aged 65 and over

STATE AND RECIPIENT-RATE OGROUP

Less than 100:
New Jersey_____ a8
Delaware. i o 44
District of Columbia e 47
Pennsylvania = 47
Maryland. 48
T et e R BN N YT 50
B ORI o e e o e s 556
T TS R R G R S 57
T T A T S R 67
1 Ta b L S R ———. 70
New Hampshire. 79
Illinols - s 83
Rande TR . i e ————— 83
scondin.. e -- 96
100 to 149:
LoD D S R R W R 100
BT s il e 4 i s e 104
Ohio - 106
IO L e i e i 108
Iowa. B B b0
e O R S i S L e e 112
I e e e e i i 115
West Virginia_ = 120
Kansas E\re) 129
T R T R S R -- 131

1560 to 199:
Florida = = 151
s T L YT o e S, 157
North Carolina AN LR - KT 169
T e e S e R A 176
200 to 299:
Tennessee o 200
Washington 200
L e R - 201
Eentucky. 206
Alaska. i A
New Mexico. = 211
California_______ 216
South Carolina e 223
Missouri 256
Arkansas 200
Virgin Islands. - 292
300 to 399:
Texas -- 328
b [ L e T - 330
el R S P Y ST T 356
Puerto Rico_ 378
L i NS e e 384
400 or more
Alabama. 2 406
Aississippt. . . ______ L __ 446
Louisiana. --- 573

Source: Social BSecurity Bulletin, Oct.
1959, p. 28, data as of June 1959.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McNAMARA. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Icommend the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan. He
has taken the lead in the Senate in
studying the problems of the aged. He
has devoted endless hours and a tre-
mendous amount of work to this study.
I know, for example, that last spring,
when most of us went home to mend our
fences and campaign—and the senior
Senator from Michigan has a tough cam-
paign ahead of him—rather than to go
home and campaign, he stayed here,
held hearings, and deprived himself of
an opportunity to make some political
progress. This is one of many sacrifices
he has made.

The Senator from Michigan has devel-
oped, in my opinion, as solid and firm an
understanding of what is at issue in the
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health insurance program for the aged
as any Member of the Senate. I think
his advice and position on this question
deserve the particular attention of every
Senator.

The Senator from Michigan has been
the first and the most enthusiastic advo-
cate of the social security approach to
this problem. He deserves great credit
forit. I am certainthat more important
to him than any credit he would receive
is the prospect that we can succeed in
winning this fight. The speech he has
made and the documentation which he
has placed in the Recorp will, I hope, be
very carefully read by all Senators.

I congratulate the Senator from Mich-
igan on the outstanding work he has
done, not simply today, but during many
long months.

Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin for his generous
remarks. Certainly they are overflat-
tering.

Mr. PROXMIRE. They are true.

Mr. McNAMARA. I have simply
made a contribution to a cause about
which I feel very strongly. I know that
the Senator from Wisconsin also feels
strongly about the same cause. I thank
him for his courtesy.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, at
the very outset of my remarks, I, too,
wish to compliment the able Senator
from Michigan [Mr. McNamagral for the
excellent work he has done. He is in
reality the leader of all of us in trying to
provide assistance and care for the aged.

The amendment to HR. 12580, which
I have offered on behalf of myself, the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
~neEpy], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HuMpHREY ], the Senator from TIlli-
nois [Mr, Doucras], the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY], the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE],
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
RawporprH], and the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. EnxcLE], extends the social
security mechanism to provide health
benefits for more than 9 million of our
aged persons.

In offering this amendment, the text of
which was printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp of August 17, I also submifted a
brief summary of the amendment, which
also was printed in the Recorp. At this
time, I should discuss in more detail the
prineipal provisions of the amendment.

First, the amendment is offered as an
addition to the bill reported by the
Finance Committee. It is not a substi-
tute for the Finance Committee bill or
for any of its provisions. This amend-
ment establishes a fully financed social
insurance program on a contributory
basis to cover the cost of certain types
of health services for more than 9 million
aged persons who are receiving OASDI
benefits. This amendment plus the
amendments reported by the Finance
Committee would provide help to all of
the aged—those who are under social
security and those who are not.

PERSONS ELIGIBLE

Under this amendment all persons who
have attained the age of 68 and who
are entitled to receive old-age, survivors,
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or disability insurance benefits under the
existing social security program would
be eligible to receive lifetime protection
without any means or income test
against the cost of certain types of health
services. There are now about 9,185,000
persons who are 68 years old and over,
and who are receiving social security
benefits. I ask unanimous consent to
have printed at this point in the Recorp,
a table prepared by the Actuarial Branch
of the Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors
Insurance which gives a State-by-State
breakdown of these 9,185,000 aged per-
sons.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Old-age, survivors, and disability insurance—

Estimated number of persons aged 68 and

over eligible for monthly OASDI benefits,
by State, July 1, 1961

[In thousands]

State of residence: ? Number
ot M ~—== 9,185
BIRGATERT . e e 120
Alaska - 3
Arizonf...... 45
Arkansas a3
California ) 1 RO
20Ty T N ) SO M = A 7
Connecticut--_ 151
9, A8 T S s il - S 21
District of Columbia_______________ 31
Florida. T il St 208
€ | B P U A 126
3o e R S S R 16
Idaho i 22 34
L o i o bl il 564
Indiana s 272
e N S ey 181
R e e 128
RNy o mi s S S 154
ORI s s L e T 93
L e P S S e e R o S 66
Maryiand Lo - e 119
Massachusett w—m=- 343
Michigan -- 388
Minnesota._ 193
Mississippi 856
MBSO . e ciccmcncnmmm s —— 263
1T e R S PR e P S S Byl a7
Nebraska e et 89
Nevada 2 2
New Hampshire 42
NEW JOIBOY = s om i 346
HNew Mexlco. e mmmnaian= 22
I T P et e Bk et 1, 004
North Carollna. - e 166
North DAEOS . - - e e e e 32
3 e I P PR = 517
DR IRR OIS, o e e s 109
Oregon 114
Pennsylvania 674
Puerto Rico. 46
Rhode Island. 58
South Carolng. el 72
South Dakota i a9
G T 149
TR et i s e s e e R 332
AT EOEY ol oo s i i o e S e i b 33
o T o) S S SRS T I R - 26
e Lot T e S 1
by e s DR SR S e e L 151
Washington 163
West Virginia. oo oo 99
Wiseonsln. oo ol iiaanea 244
Wyoming.--—- 14

1 Distribution by State estimated.
2 Excludes persons residing outside the
United States.

Source: Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors
Insurance, Division of Program Analysis,
Actuarial Branch, August 1960.
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SCOPE OF BENEFITS

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the
cost of four essential types of health
benefits would, subject to certain limits,
be provided. These are:

First. Hospital inpatient services: The
cost of inpatient hospital services for up
to 120 days in a year in execess of the
first $75 would be provided. This first
$75 would have to be paid by the indi-
vidual in each benefit year.

Inhospital services which are covered
would include bed and board in the hos-
pital in semiprivate accommodations and
those ancillary services, such as labora-
tory, drugs, supplies, and nursing serv-
ices, as are generally furnished to in-
patients in a hospital.

Second. Skilled nursing home services:
Skilled nursing home recuperative care
for up to 240 days in a benefit year would
be covered. The definition of “skilled
nursing home services” is, however, quite
limited. It is restricted to those services
which are furnished in a nursing facility,
after the individual has been transferred
to such facility from a hospital and a
physician has certified that such nursing
home care is required in connection with
the condition for which he was hos-
pitalized. This limited definition is es-
sential in order to keep costs within
proper limits and to assure that the pro-
gram will not merely pay for custodial
care of aged individuals.

Third. Home health services: Nursing
and other home health services are pro-
vided in an individual’s home for up to
360 visits within a benefit year. These
services, which would include both pro-
fessional nursing care, practical nursing
care, and specified homemaker’s serv-
ices, would have to be provided through
a public or nonprofit ageney.

The Blue Cross has issued a booklet
entitled “Cost of Hospital Care in In-
diana, 1956,” which reached my office
this morning. It deals with problems
which have arisen. I think it interesting
that on page 35 of the booklet it is
pointed out that “this impact of the
cost of health care takes on added signfi-
cance when one realizes that fewer than
40 percent of those over 65 are now
a_::overed by some form of hospitalization
insurance.”

In other words, this writer of group
insurance points out that despite the
best it can do, there still are some gaps
in that program. A more recent study
might reveal slightly different figures.

While I indicated that inpatient hos-
pital services would be provided for up
to 120 days, skilled nursing home re-
cuperative care for up to 240 days, and
home health services for up to 365 visits,
there is an overall ceiling on those bene-
fits. Under the amendment, only 180
units of services are available to any in-
dividual within a single year. A unit
of service is equal to 1 day of inpatient
hospital care, 2 days of skilled nursing
home care or three home health visits.
This provision is intended to control the
amount of services furnished to any in-
dividual and to encourage the use of
facilities less expensive than the hospital.
For example, if an individual received
120 days of hospital care, he would have
only 60 units of service remaining. Those
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60 units would entitle him to only 120
days of skilled nursing home care, or 180
home health visits, or a combination of
the two. For each day less than the
120 days he remained in the hospital,
however, he would be entitled to 2 ad-
ditional days in a nursing home or three
additional visits by a home health
agency.

Fourth. Outpatient diagnostic hospital
services: Outpatient hospital diagnostic
services, such as diagnostic X-ray and
laboratory services, are covered by this
amendment. The inclusion of the cost
of these services will be a great benefit to
all individuals in encouraging the early
diagnosis of an illness.

Payment for these services furnished
to eligible individuals will be made only
if such services are furnished after a
physician has certified in writing that
such hospital, nursing home, home
health, or outpatient diagnostic services
are necessary. Continued recertification
by the physician may be required by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare after the individual has been in the
hospital or other institutions or has been
receiving the home health services for
an extended period of time. The amend-
ment also provides that in the case of an
individual who is in the hospital for a
continuous period in excess of 30 days,
the need for continued hospitalization
shall be reviewed by a hospital committee
that includes two or more physicians.

COST AND FINANCING

The amendment I have offered is fully
financed and is actuarially sound. There
is included in the minority views of the
Senate Finance Committee, correspond-
ence between the actuary for the Social
Security Administration and the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DoucgLas] setting forth
the actuarial estimates of the cost of
these benefits. As indicated in that cor-
respondence, the level premium or long-
range cost of the program is estimated at
.50 percent of taxable payrolls. The
amendment provides that the full cost
shall be met by increasing the contri-
bution rates, beginning with the calen-
dar year of 1961, as follows:

One-fourth percent for employers and
employees, and three-eighths of 1 per-
cent for the self-employed, on earnings
up to $4,800 a year.

Following the precedent established
by this body by means of the program
for disability insurance in 1956, my
amendment provides that these addi-
tional contributions would be set apart
in a separate trust fund, and that all
payments for the health benefits pro-
vided by the amendment are to be made
from that account.

ADMINISTRATION

The provisions of this amendment, like
the social security program, are to be
administered by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

Agreements relating to the provision
of services would be made with the pro-
vider of services or with its authorized
representative. The Secretary is re-
quired to enter into an agreement with
any qualified provider of service, such as
a hospital or skilled nursing home. To
be eligible to participate, a hospital or
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nursing home would have to be operated
in agreement with State and local laws,
and would have to meet any standards
established by State and local authori-
ties. Under such agreements, payments
would be made for the reasonable cost
of the service provided to eligible indi-
viduals.

The amendment specifically provides
that the Secretary shall not by reason of
any provision thereof have supervision
or control over the practice of medicine
or the manner in which medical services
are provided, or over the administration
of any participating institutions.

The amendment also specifically pro-
vides that any individual who is eligible
under the program shall have the free
choice of any participating hospital,
skilled nursing home, or home health
agency.

The amendment provides for a Medi-
cal Insurance Benefits Advisory Council,
representing the public and persons who
are outstanding in the hospital and
health activities field. The Secretary is
to consult such representative advisory
councils in determining policy and pro-
mulgating regulations.

Mr. President, the other day there was
quite a celebration throughout the Na-
tion, and particularly here in Washing-
ton, D.C., for the Social Security Act was
25 years old. According to the headline
published in one Washington newspaper,
the Social Security Act was hailed as a
bulwark; and the picture published with
the newspaper article was that of Wil-
liam L. Mitchell, Commissioner of the
Social Security Administration. That is
very interesting to some of us who have
been interested in the social security pro-
gram and the Social Security Act for a
period of 25 years, because there was a
time when persons on one side of the
political aisle spoke in very disparaging
terms of the whole social security pro-
gram, just as I expect some of them to
speak a little disparagingly of this ap-
proach to the problem of medical care
for the aged.

But I have seen quite a change occur
during these 25 years; and thus I was
interested to observe that the Social Se-
curity Act, now 25 years old, was hailed
as a bulwark of our economy by the pres-
ent Commissioner of the Social Security
Administration, Mr. Mitchell; and I was
also interested to note in an article pub-
lished in the New York Times on Sunday,
August 14, and dealing with how this
25th year of the social security program
was marked, that it was stated that
“Roosevelt put his name on an act that
g?.s changed the pattern of American

e.!l

Mr, President, as one who had the
privilege of discussing with the then
President Franklin D. Roosevelt his
hopes, dreams, and aspirations for the
social security program, I think I can
say that virtually nothing in his entire
administration gave him the satisfaction
that he got from the realization that he
had devised and developed, under his
administration, a program of social se-
curity that was to remain a part of our
American system.

Even though in the first few years of
the program there were those who
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suggested that the act should be repealed

as quickly as possible and a return should

be made to rugged individualism, yet, Mr.

President, after the passage of the years,

there is now not a person in our political

life who suggests that those social secur-
ity laws should be stricken from our
statute books.

THE NECESSITY OF A SOCIAL INSURANCE AP-
FPROACH TO THE PFROBLEM OF MEDICAL CARE
FOR THE AGED
Mr. President, I have referred to the

fact that only last week we celebrated
the 25th anniversary of the signing of
the Social Security Act. The signifi-
cance of the major decision which the
Congress made 25 years ago is pertinent
to our discussions today. In 1935, we
had already experienced 5 years of a
deep depression, with millions of unem-
ployed and older people, especially,
facing stark destitution. We had strug-
gled mightily with the problem, and had
experimented with a number of ap-
proaches. We had given grants to the
States, through relief. We had insti-
tuted vast work programs under CWA
and PWA, and we had distributed enor-
mous amounts of surplus foods. Cities,
counties, and States had added to that
effort.

Mr. President, I shall not repeat what
I said a few days ago; but I administered
8 program under the FERA, under the
SERA, under the CWA, under the WPA,
and under the National Youth Adminis-
tration. Therefore, when I speak of
what the program was 25 years ago, I
realize that I can bear personal testi-
money to the fact that after people
had gone through that long series of
relief programs, there was great rejoicing
among social workers and among the
recipients of social favor when an-
nouncement was made that there would
be a social security program that took
it out of the category of plain assistance,
and put it on the better basis of actuarial

e, in order that their needs
might be cared for.

But the Council on Economic Security,
which President Roosevelt appointed in
1934, aided by a group of citizens ad-
visory councils, undertook the problem
of the longrun and permanent solution
to economic insecurity for all American
citizens who depended on their earned
income for a livelihood. The recommen-
dation of this Counecil, which was adopted
by Congress and embedded in the first
Social SBecurity Act, was that we should
set up a system of contributory social
insurance which would underwrite the
risks of unemployment and loss of in-
come, due to old age. Later the program
was revised to include loss of income re-
sulting from the death of the family
breadwinner. That program was to be
our first line of defense against poverty
and economic insecurity, and those pro-
visions were incorporated in title IT of
the Social Security Act, which to this
day remains the heart of our whole social
‘security system.

Recognizing, as President Roosevelt
said when he signed this act, that we can
never insure 100 percent of the people
against 100 percent of their risks, a sec-
ond line of defense was set up through a
public assistance program, operated
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through a system of grants to the States,
which would match the funds raised by
the States themselves for this purpose.
‘Where the social security benefits are in-
sufficient and where for any reason an
individual is not covered by social insur-
ance, his needs can be met through these
various public assistance programs—old-
age assistance, aid to the blind, aid to
dependent children, or aid to the perma-
nently disabled.

Through the past 25 years the wisdom
of this basic decision to rely primarily
on social insurance has been affirmed
many times. For example, in 1948 and
1949, a special Citizens’ Advisory Com-
mittee to the Senate Finance Committee
was established under the late distin-
guished Senator Eugene Millikin, of Col-
orado. This committee was under the
active chairmanship of the late Sumner
Slichter, Lamont University professor,
Harvard University, and included among
the representatives of labor, manage-
ment, and the public such distinguished
individuals as Dr. J. Douglas Brown, dean
of the faculty, Princeton University;
Malcolm Bryan, of the Trust Co. of Geor-
gia; Mr. M. Albert Linton, president,
Provident Mutual Life Insurance Co.;
and Marion B. Folsom, treasurer of East-
man Kodak Co., and later Secretary of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, and, in my opinion, one of
the truly fine men who have ever served
this Government.

In the unanimous report of this com-
mittee, there is the following statement:

The Council favors as the foundation of
the social security system the method of
contributory soclal insurance with benefits
related to prior earnings and awarded with-
out a needs test. * * * Under such a social
insurance system, the individual earns s
right to a benefit that s related to his con-
tribution to production. * * *

Public assistance payments from general
tax funds to persons who are found to be in
need have serious limitations as a way of
maintaining family income. Our goal is, so
far as possible, to prevent dependency
through social insurance and thus greatly
reduce the need for assistance.

I call the Senate’s attention to the fact
that that recommendation does not come
from some ultraliberal Member of the
Senate or of the House of Representa-
tives. The list which I have read, I hope,
will be regarded as an impressive list,
headed by the late Senator Eugene Milli-
kin, a former chairman of the Senate
Finance Committee, and one of the truly
great brains ever to serve in the U.S.
Senate. It includes the late, great econ-
omist, Sumner Slichter, whose views on
economics were widely followed, and who
told me one day, about a year or two ago,
how he supplied several businessmen in
other countries with a special letter on
economic conditions in the United States,
for which, he told me, they paid him ex-
tremely well, and thereby permitted him
fo join in all the folly he wished to in
pursuing economic theories. The list
also includes Marion B. Folsom, former
treasurer of Eastman Kodak Co., and, as
I said, one of the truly wonderful men
ever to serve the country, and a man
who, only a few days ago, spoke out on
the subject, and a man who quite possi-
bly has written to Members of the Sen-
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ate expressing himself om this very
subject, and I hope his comments and
contributions may become public before
the debate is concluded.

Incidentally, this same Council recom-
mended, in 1949, that the social insur-
ance system should be extended to cover
permanent and total disability. How-
ever, the Congress at that time did not
accept the advice of the Council, and
added another category of public assist-
ance for the permanently and totally dis-
abled. This is a decision somewhat par-
allel to that which some are now recom-
mending as a method to meet the prob-
lem of medical care for the aged. In
only a few short years the inappropri-
ateness of this approach became more
evident, and in 1956 the Congress ex-
tended the social insurance program to
cover permanent and total disability.
And this program is now working with
admirable success despite the dire warn-
ings we received from the American Med-
ical Association at that time that its
adoption would mean socialized medi-
cine in America.

If a person wanted to do so, he could
call back many rich and rewarding mem-
ories, because, in a room just off the
Chamber of the Senate, there was a
luncheon held one day in 1956 with the
members of the Finance Committee of
the Senate, in which this question was
carefully discussed. Only after a great
deal of persuasion and discussion and
giving and taking did we come out of
there with a decision that we would pass
the bill, and that the great and able
Senator from Georgia, Mr. George, would
put his name on it and permit it to come
to the floor with his blessing and ap-
proval.

This decision has been reafirmed by
the groups of consultants to the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
in 1954 and by the Advisory Council on
Social Security Financing in 1959.

My emphasis on the social insurance
approach is not to decry the role of public
assistance and the determination of need
in each individual case that is necessary
to the proper administration of any
public assistance program. My point is
that this must always be considered the
second line of defense; and to place our
chief reliance on this approach in a pro-
gram to meet the needs of the people of
America would be to reverse the decision
S0 wisely made 25 years ago.

With specific reference to the bill re-
ported by the Senate Finance Commit-
tee, H.R. 12850, the provisions of that bill
for grants-in-aid to the States for meet-
ing health needs of older people are good
if taken as supplementary to a sound
medical insurance system. Placing our
first reliance on the medical insurance
system, such as contemplated in the
Anderson-Kennedy amendment, and
then accepting the provisions of H.R.
12580 as supplementary to that insur-
ance program is the only approach that
is consistent with the wise decisions
made by the founders of our social
security system in 1935.

WHY A GOVERNMENT PROGRAM OF HEALTH IN-
SURANCE IS NEEDED FOR OLDER PEOPLE

In the last several years a great deal

of study has been given to the problem
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of meeting the costs of health care for
older people. Out of these studies has
emerged almost universal agreement on
a number of facts:

First. Insurance is the soundest meth-
od of meeting the costs of medical care
for all people—young and old, The tre-
mendous expansion of coverage that has
taken place in the last 20 years attests
the acceptance of that principle.

Second. Older people are more in
need of insurance protection than the
general population because (a) their in-
comes are sharply reduced at retirement
age, and (b) their health needs increase
on the average nearly threefold.

Third. Nongovernment insurance is
not able to provide the protection for
older people as well as it has for those in
their working years. This is because all
commercial insurance—and increasingly
noncommercial such as Blue Cross and
Blue Shield—must set their rates ac-
cording to the degree of risk involved in
insuring the group or individual covered
under a given policy. With the low risk
groups constantly getting the more
favored rates, the high risk groups,
notably the aged, are left with the choice
between rates so high they cannot be
paid for out of meager retirement in-
comes, or protection so poor that it is
almost worthless.

This fact is attested by the extreme
reluctance of the commercial insurance
industry to reveal what actual progress
has been made in extending health in-
surance among older people. There has
been a real effort to sell such insurance,
and there has been no shortage of esti-
mates by representatives of the industry
as to how well the job will be done and
the proportion of the older population
that will be covered by 1970 or 1980.
But there are no meaningful reports on
how well it is being done now. This is
because there are built-in factors in
competitive nongovernment insurance
wee‘hish make it impossible to meet the
need.

Only a comprehensive, compulsory
social insurance program can provide
the mechanism which can spread the
cost of sickness in old age over a long
period of time and over the entire work-
ing population.

Any insurance system which is prac-
tical in this area must spread the costs
in both these dimensions. Private in-
surance will never do it for the simple
reason that by its nature it cannot do
it. The social security mechanism is
the only practical way of meeting the
problem. This was all summarized in a
few words from an editorial in Business
Week, the issue of April 16, 1960:

The problem basically 1s that the aged are
high-cost, high-risk, low-income customers.
Their health needs can be met only by them-
selves when they are young or by other
younger people who are still working. The
only way to handle their health problem,
therefore, is to spread the risks and costs
widely. And that can best be done through
the soclal security system to which employ-
ers and employees contribute regularly.

Mr, President, that fine article from
Business Week magazine is entitled “A
Challenge That Can’t Be Ducked.” The
editor of this magazine, I believe, is El-
liott Bell, who was, I think, the financial
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adviser to former Governor Dewey. I
have quoted Elliott Bell many times in
the Committee on Finance favorably and
approvingly, and I am very happy to
quote his remarks again and to say that
this man by no stretch of the imagina-
tion could be called a person influenced
by the more liberal elements of the Dem-
ocratic Party. He has taken care of the
problem for us in his statement in a most
acceptable fashion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire article to which I
have referred be printed in the RECORD
at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

A CHALLENGE THAT CAN'T BE DUCKED

Health insurance for the aged is fast be-
coming the No. 1 issue facing Congress this
year. And there's political dynamite in it:
Any candidate suspected by the millions of
old people (and those concerned about their
health problems) of taking a cold or know-
nothing attitude toward the issue is likely
to be in serious trouble this election year.

One thing about the issue is clear: Al-
though plenty of politicians may see it as a
vote-catching device, there is nothing syn-
thetic or phony about the problem. Every-
one who has seriously studied the situation
has concluded that the provision of better
health care for the aged is a serlous—and
growing—problem. Thanks to medical prog-
ress, the number of aged s increasing rapid-
ly. In 1930, there were 6 million people
over 65 in the United States; today there are
16 million,

For far too many of these, long life has
meant shrunken incomes, increased sickness,
loneliness, and the shame of being a candi-
date for a handout from soclety. Health,
Education, and Welfare Secretary Flemming,
in his thorough report to the House Ways

"and Means Committee last year, concluded

that three out of every four aged persons
would be able to prove need in relation to
hospital costs. That is to say, they would
be able to prove that they simply could not
afford to pay for the care they needed when
taken seriously ill,

The issue, then, is not whether there is a
froblem but rather how to meet the prob-
em.

TWO APPROACHES

Representative AtMe Foranp, Democrat, of
Rhode Island, has proposed to deal with it
through a system of compulsory Federal in-
surance within the framework of the Social
Becurity Act. The Forand bill would pro-
vide insurance covering 60 days of hospital
care, or 120 days of combined hospital and
nursing home care, together with surgical
services, to all those eligible for old age
insurance benefits. It would be financed,
initially, by boosting social security payroll
taxes one-half percent—divided equally be-
tween employees and employers.

The Forand bill has been attacked for a
number of reasons by various groups, es-
peclally the American Medical Association,
which sees it as the camel’s nose of social-
ized medicine coming under the tent.

But the main weakness of the Forand bill,
as specialists in the health field see 1it, is not
that it does too much but too little. They
condemn it as too narrow and as an encour-
agement to “hospitalitis"—the tendency, in-
herent in many of our present voluntary
insurance programs, to put the sick into
hospitals because there are no provisions
for covering treatment at home or in doctors’
offices.

The bill sponsored by Senator Javirs, Re-
publican, of New York, strikes at this weak-
ness. As JaviTs points out, though hospitali~
zation costs comprise a large part of an
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aged person's annual medical bill, the aver-
age older couple spends $140 a year on health
costs unrelated to hospitalization. “One out
of every six persons 66 years and older,” says
Javirs, “pays over 5600 in medical bills an-
nually.” Yet 60 percent of the old people
have annual incomes under $1,000 and can't
afford home or office care that might cut
down the length of hospitalization or elimi-
nate it altogether.

~ Javirs would deal with the problem by a
voluntary program that would combine Fed-
eral and State subsidies, contributions scaled
to income by the aged themselves, and both
commercial and nonprofit insurance com-
panies such as Blue Cross and Blue Shield.
The program would not become operative in
any State until the State put up the money,
arranged with the insurance carriers, and
agreed to certain standards for the program.

Although the Javits bill makes a hard
eflort to provide a voluntary (and heavily
subsidized) program, it does not appear to
meet the test of practicallty. The program
would take a very long time to negotiate
with 60 individual State governments and
with insurance carriers—assuming that it
would be possible at all to get them involved
in a program whose costs are unpredictable.

Indeed, after studying Flemming's able re-
port, and the arguments on all sides of this
issue, we are forced to conclude that the
}fo}l}untary approach simply will not do the
ob.

The problem baslcally is that the aged are
high-cost, high-risk, low-income customers.
Their health needs can be met only by them-
selves when they are young or by other
younger people who are still working. The
only way to handle their health problem,
therefore, is to spread the risks and costs
widely. And that can best be done through
the social security system to which employ-
ers and employees contribute regularly. By
comparison with the heavily subsidized
schemes, this approach has the advantage of
keeping old people from feeling that they
are beggars living off society's handouts.

‘We do not pretend to know all the answers
to the problem of enlarging the soclal secu-
rity system to include a health insurance
program for the aged. Even a modest study
of the problem immediately convinces any-
one of its dificulty and complexity. At this
point, we don't think that the complete an-
swer to it has emerged.

Nevertheless, no democratic government
can refuse to grapple with a problem of
such demonstrated urgency and importance.
The issue cannot be evaded and, before it
becomes a political football, the politicians
of both parties should accept responsibility
for finding the best possible answer in the
shortest possible time.

THE QUESTION OF COMPULSION

Mr. ANDERSON. Next Icome to the
question of compulsion. We heard a
little bit about that the other day. The
question is asked, “Why do you compel
these people to belong if they do not
wish to belong? Why do you compel
them to come under the program if they
are under the social security system?"

I have not hesitated to refer to com-
pulsory social insurance, though I am
aware that in the battle of semantiecs
which has raged around our proposals
this term is considered a devastating
weapon.

Nowhere has this issue been defined
more clearly than in a column by Walter
Lippmann which appeared in the Wash-
ington Post and Times Herald on June
16.

Mr. Lippmann, whose articles I am

sure we all read, says:
Shall it [the medical care program] be
financed by compulsory insurance, which
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means that throughout a persons' working
life he and his employer will be taxed to pro-
vide an Insurance fund for his medical needs
when he is retired and is no longer earning
an income? * * *

Or shall the program be financed, as the
administration proposes, by charitable doles
to the very poor, paid for out of compulsory
taxes collected by the National and State
Governments?

- - L] L] L]

Why does the President feel so strongly
opposed to the principle of compulsory insur-
ance for medical care to supplement the
insurance, which already exists, for old age?
What 1s wrong about its being compulsory
that a man should insure himself against the
needs of his old age? What is so wonderful
about a voluntary system under which a man
who doesn’t save for his old age has to have
his doctors and his hospital bills pald for by
his children or public welfare funds? There
is nothing un-American in the principle that
the imprudent shall be compelled to save so
that they do not become a burden to their
families and the local charities, so that they
can meet the needs of their old age with
self-respect which comes from being entitled
to the benefits because they have paid the
cost out of their own earnings.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire article written by
Mr. Walter Lippmann entitled “Medieal
Care for the Aged,” published in the
Washington Post and Times Herald of
June 16, 1960, be printed in the REcorp
at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

MEDICAL CARE FOR THE AGED
(By Walter Lippmann)

Almost everyone realizes that a great mass
of the old people do not have the savings,
and cannot depend upon their children, to
pay for the doctors, hospitals, nursing homes,
and drugs which, because they are aging,
they need more than do younger people.

There are a few eccentrics, professing to
be conservatives, who think that in a truly
rugged individualism these alling old people
would do without medical care if they can't
pay for it, or would make their children
mortgage the future to pay the medical bills.

But the country is not that ruggedly ob-
tuse to the facts of life, and accordingly both
the administration and the Democratic op-
position are agreed that the need, which is
obvious and urgent, must be met by Govern-
ment measures.

Thus, this administration has prepared a
program which the Director of the Budget,
Mr. Stans, says will cost $1.5 billion by 1964
and $2.5 billion by 1970. For the Democrats,
‘Senator McNamara and some 19 Senators, in-
cluding Kewwepy, SymineToN, and Hum-
PHREY, have Introduced a bill that would add
medical Insurance to the existing old-age
insurance. After the first year, the cost of
this program would be $1.5 billion. Thus
the two programs are approximately of the
same size.

But between the two programs there Is a
basic issue of principle. On one side are
the President and his advisers. On the other
side are the preponderant mass of the Demo-
crats and also a considerable minority of the
Republicans led by Governor Rockefeller.
They differ essentially on how the program
shall be financed.

Shall it be financed by compulsory insur-
ance, which means that throughout a per-
son's working life he and his employer will
be taxed to provide an insurance fund for
“his medical needs when he is retired and is
no longer earning an Income? This is the
principle of the McNamara bill in the Senate,
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as it was of the Forand bill in the House, and
it has the support of the leading Democrats
and of Governor Rockefeller.

Or shall the program be financed, as the
administration proposes, by charitable doles
to the very poor, pald for out of compulsory
taxes collected by the National and the State
Governments?

For reasons which he has never explained,
the President regards compulsory social se-
curity taxes as unsound, socialistic, and
rather un-American; on the other hand he
regards compulsory taxes to pay for doles
based on a means test as somehow more
voluntary, sounder, more worthy of a free
society and more American.

Under the McNamara bill, medical insur-
ance would be added to the existing old-age
insurance system. During his working life,
each person covered by the soclal security
system would contribute an additional
amount, as would also his employer, to sup-
plement his retirement income to include
medical services.

It is true that during the first few years
benefits would be received by persons who
had not contributed because the system did
not exist when they were earning their liv-
ing. These benefits would be pald for by
the younger people. But as the younger
people would be buying their own insur-
ance, there is little inequity in this. No-
body will lose anything, although those who
are already too old to have been contribu-
tors to an insurance plan will benefit. Ina
few years everyone receiving the benefits
will have pald his share.

Why does the President feel so strongly
opposed to the principle of compulsory in-
surance for medical care to supplement the
insurance, which already exists, for old age?
What is wrong about its being compulsory
that a man should insure himself against
the needs of his old age? What is so won-
derful about a voluntary system under which
a man who doesn't save for his old age has
to have his doctors and his hospital bills
paid for by his children or public welfare
funds? There is nothing un-American in
the principle that the imprudent shall be
compelled to save so that they do not be-
come a burden to their families and the
local charities, so that they can meet the
needs of their old age with the self-respect
which comes from being entitled to the
benefits because they have paid the cost out
of their own earnings.

The President has been led to think, he
says, that compulsory insurance is “a very
definite step in soclalized medicine.” Why?
In a system of comp insurance the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
which would administer the program, could
and should use as its agents private organ-
izations like the Natlonal Blue Cross Asso-
ciation Iin negotiating with hospitals and
nursing homes and in dealing with claims
and complaints. The system would be
financed as Insurance. But it would be
worked not by a new Government agency but
by the kind of private voluntary association
which the Pregident otherwise belleves in.

In this connection it is interesting to
remember that in the early 1930's when vol-
untary health insurance plans were In-
augurated, our old friend, the American
Medical Assoclation, was declaring that they
were communism and socialism and social-
ized medicine. Today, the American Medi-
cal Association is pointing to these same
voluntary insurance plans as the solution of
our present needs and the proper alternative
to compulsory old age medical care insur-
ance.

Among the opponents of medical insur-
ance there seems to be a vague and uncom-
fortable feeling that it is a newfangled
theory, alien to the American way of life
and imported, presumably, from Soviet Rus-
sla.
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The Founding Fathers were not subject
to such theoretical hobgoblins. In 1798
Congress set up the first medical insurance
scheme under the U.S. Marine Hospital
Service. The scheme was financed by de-
ducting from seamen's wages contributions
to pay for their hospital expenses.

If that was socialized medicine, the gen-
eration of the Founding Fathers was bland-
ly unaware of it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr, ANDERSON. I am happy to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it
seems to me the Senator from New
Mexico is discussing the heart and soul
of the difference between his social se-
curity proposal and some of the other
type proposals in regard to health in-
surance. I think the philosophical dif-
ference is extremely important. It is a
difference raised by as fine a liberal Sen-
ator as the distinguished senior Senator
from New York [Mr, Javirs] this morn-
ing, who disagrees with the Senator from
New Mexico. The Senator from New
York [Mr. Javits]l, and other Senators
feel that the compulsion in social security
is somehow, though not un-American,
something which clashes with present
American attitudes. That is the feeling
of some toward compulsion, in using the
social security approach for health in-
surance.

I wish to ask the Senator from New
Mexico if this fundamental issue was not
only settled 25 years ago but also has
won an overwhelming, if not virtually
unanimous, approval by all the Ameri-
can people? People are now compelled,
whether they like it or not, if they work
for a living, to save their money and to
contribute into the social security system
so that they can receive pensions after
they retire. That was the fundamental
philosophical decision which was made
then; is that not correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes I think it was.

1 came to this city in 1936, when some
of the final questions were being settled
as to social insurance. At that time
there were experts to whom we appealed,
but they were not the members of the
staff who have helped us recently, who
have advised us in a very fine fashion.

Mr. President, I wish to pay tribute
at this time to Mr. Robert Myers for the
wonderful information he gave to us and
for the speed with which he furnished
it to us.

That was not the situation 25 years
ago, Mr. President. Some of the experts
we had available to us in those discus-
sions could not even speak the English
language. They were brought from
Germany, where there had been social
insurance. We had to import people
from other countries, because we had no
American experience on which to base
our decisions. Because we had no expe-
rience, people almost without number
stood up to say, “This is un-American.”
They started by saying, “This is socialis-
tie. This is eommunistic. This is un-
American. It is horrible to compel a
man who wants to “fritter away” his
money to save a little—to force him to
save some so that he will have some-
thing in his old age. It is awful to insist
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that a man has to put away a few dollars
so that a child who is born blind in his
family can get help, or so that a child
who is born blind in the family of his
neighbor can get help, because we are
still our brothers’ keepers. Itisan awful
thing.”

But, somehow or other, the program
was started. Before long it was not pos-
sible to find on the floor of the House or
of the Senate people who would get up
to say, “It is wrong to have compulsory
saving for old age.”

I believe there are Members of the
U.S. Senate who actually contribute to
the retirement fund. Why do they do
so? It is because it has been proved to
be a desirable and wise thing to do. It
is not compulsory in the Congress, but
there is compulsion in industry.

We have completely forgotten that it
was considered to be so terrible for a
man to be compelled to save money for
his old age, to be compelled to save
money for blindness or for aid to
dependent children.

Within the last few years, since 19586,
we have found it is not so terrible to be
compelled to save for disability. That
was once considered to be a terrible
thing. That opened the door to the
whole field of socialized medicine.

‘While I have had many appeals from
doctors concerning the bill before the
Senate, I do not think the number came
close to the appeals which came to me
from doctors about the disability provi-
sions. That was real sure-enough poi-
son in the wheels of our social service.
Somehow, the program was established.
Now not a single doctor is telling me
how terrible it is that people who be-
come crippled and disabled have a
chance to eat with some regularity. I
thank God that those doctors who have
watched the program are kind enough
to admit that it has not harmed us. I
think they will say the same about this
Pprogram.

I agree with the Senator from Wiscon-
sin. I think the principle was settled
25 years ago, as to the question of wheth-
er compulsion is or is not desirable, by
making provision for old-age assistance,
for aid to the blind, for aid to dependent
children, for retirement pay of all kinds,
and for disability. Now, perhaps, we
shall make provision for health.

Mr. PROXMIRE. There are those
who oppose the position of the Senator
from New Mexico, of which position I
approve. I approve of the amendment
of the Senator from New Mexico, and I
expect to vote for it enthusiastically.
Those who oppose it say they are in
favor of assistance for the aged who are
in i1l health.

They say they would prefer to pay for
the plan by a broad national tax on
everybody through the taxing of income,
rather than confining it to the social
security system, which is a relatively
and comparatively regressive tax. It
seems in doing so what they fail to recog-
nize is that what the social security does
is to provide an opportunity for everyone
to make his own contribution to his own
retirement and to his own health so that
he has a right—nobody is giving it to
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him-—he has earned a right to receive
health insurance in his old age.

Is it not true that if we rely on the
kind of proposal made by those who op-
pose this approach—in other words, a
broad national tax—that what will hap-
pen is that we shall wait a long, long
time before there is anything like the
kind of comprehensive, full and adequate
health insurance program for all the
American aged who need it?

I should like to complete the question
by asking also how long we would have to
wait for an adequate pension system if
instead of having a social security tax,
we had relied on general revenues to
provide the kind of social security pen-
sion which our people are receiving to-
day and blessing ?

Mr. ANDERSON. I think that those
who argue for dipping into the Federal
Treasury to take care of payments under
the proposal should be consistent and go
down one road or the other all the way.
If they believe that the approach of ap-
plying a payroll tax on a pay-as-you-go
basis for health for the aged is wrong,
then they should also seek to remove all
the rest of the social security taxes and
be absolutely consistent. They should
seek to make all such payments from
the Federal Treasury.

They know, of course, that they will
not get the kind of money from the
Federal Treasury that would be needed.
If they came in and asked for billions
of dollars that would be required from
the Federal Treasury, we would unbal-
ance the budget, and we would have to
face large deficits year after year. We
would, therefore, either defeat the pro-
gram by having Congress repeal it or
by the amount of pressure we would get
to make social security payments. So
they will not go that route at all. They
will not take a step down that disastrous
path. They simply say that rather than
have this procedure adopted, we will take
a little of this other system.

I say to the Senator from Wisconsin
that we tried that with disability. We
limped along for a few years unable to
face up to it, and then in 1956 we did
face up to it.

I wish that those who sponsored that
legislation would take the same attitude
on the pending legislation. They are
exactly comparable. It would be very
nice if we had it that way.

If the Senator does not mind, I would
like to deal with this precedent of ex-
tending new benefits under OASI to per-
sons already retired. One of the big
arguments that will be made, and one
of the arguments that was made in the
committee, was that through a payroll
tax and paying immediate benefits we
would give some health protection to
people who had not paid anything for
it, those who are already retired and who
are 68 years of age or over. They will
get some money and they will not pay
anything for it.

If the proponents of the plan wished
to be consistent, why did they not follow
that policy with reference to disability?
It is an interesting question, and we
wonder why they did not.
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PRECEDENTS FOR EXTENDING NEW BENEFITS
UNDER OASI TO PERSONS ALREADY RETIRED
The Anderson-Kennedy amendment,

in providing the new medical insurance
benefits to persons who have already
retired, is following the precedent always
followed by the Congress in liberalizing
old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance. New or improved benefits have
always been extended without additional
contributions on their part to persons
who had already retired or lost their
husbands or become disabled. And the
estimated cost resulting from this policy
has each time been included in cost esti~
mates and has been met by higher con-
tribution rates for those still at work.

First. Three examples exist in connec-
tion with disability benefits: (a) The new
disability benefits enacted in 1956 were
made available to 300,000 persons al-
ready disabled. Confribution rates were
increased by one-fourth percent each
for employers and employees, and placed
in a separate disability fund, as the An-
derson-Kennedy bill proposes; (b) in
1958, their dependents became eligible,
and so did certain other disabled work-
ers; (c) the present Finance Committee
bill, like the House bill, extends disability
benefits to persons under 50 and their
dependents even though the disability
occurred before 1956.

It is satisfactory to do it that way for
disability. It is all wrong to do it in
some other way if a physician writes a
letter and says, “I do not like it. I
think that is socialized medicine.”

Second. Increases in monthly cash
benefits were made available to millions
of beneficiaries each time benefits were
improved for persons cwrrently em-
ployed. The following table shows the
number of beneficiaries who, without
further contributions, immediately re-
ceived the advantage of cash benefit in-
creases through the amendments en-
acted in the years shown—based on
number of monthly benefits in current-
payment status at end of year, Social
Security Bulletin, Annual Statistic Sup-
plement, 1958, page 13:

Million
b e ot e e b e T
R e e e 5.0
I e 6.9
1958 e — 12.4

Yes, we will add 9 million people who
are eligible for benefits under this pro-
gram. We put in 12.4 million in 1958.
That was financially sound. That was
fiscal responsibility. But if we propose
a payroll tax now, that does not dip into
the Federal Treasury, that is a very bad
socialistic scheme.

As a result of the 1950 amendments,
the average benefit for retired workers
rose from $26.36 in August to $46.62 in
September 1950, an increase of 77 per-
cent, or nearly $140 a year.

In 1958, the average for workers al-
ready retired was estimated by the Sen-
ate Finance Committee to be $4.75 a
month, or $57 a year. This is about
three-fourths the cost of the proposed
medical insurance benefits.

The effects of the cash benefit in-
creases is illustrated by the case of a
worker who retired in 1940 with the
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average benefit for that year of $22.60
a month. By now his benefit has be-
come $55. His wife or widow has re-
ceived proportionate increases. Allow-
ing for changes in prices, his benefit
check had increased in purchasing
power about 17 percent by December
1959—Social Security Administration,
‘Research and Statistics Note No. 8,
March 8, 1960.

Unlike commercial insurance, social
insurance is directed to meeting social
goals related to the general welfare.
The old-age, survivors, and disability
program does not make benefits directly
proportionate to earnings and contribu-
tions. It has always been more liberal
to low-income groups in regard to the
proportion of lost earnings that are re-
placed. It has also had liberal eligibil-
ity requirements for newly covered
groups. The trust fund, and the con-
tributions to it, have met resultant costs.

Awhile ago I asked to have printed in
the Recorp some editorials from Busi-
ness Week and the Washington Post.
I ask unanimous consent at this time
that there be printed in the REecorp at
this point of my remarks an article from
the New York Times entitled “Wider
Use for Social Security” under date of
June 13, 1960.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

WipEr USE FOR SOCIAL SECURITY

A convineclng case for using the Federal
goclal security system to finance health in-
surance for older people has been made by
Natlonwide Insurance. It is persuasive not
only because of the arguments used but also
because of its source.

Nationwide has had a unique experience
in giving the public protection. Founded by
a small group of Ohio farmers in 1926 as a
cooperative automobile insurance concern
with a capital of $10,000, it has become one
of the largest insurance operations in the
country. With assets of more than 350
million it gives many kinds of coverage in
20 States through more than 3 million out-
standing policies.

The directors of Natlionwide have stated in
a formal resolution that the health costs of
older people are not being met by insurance,
that those over 65 haven't either the in-
come or the assets to cover those expenses,
that Nationwide favors the use of the social
security principle to help meet their needs
and, more specifically, that it will support
“appropriate legislation” to provide basic
health insurance to those eligible for Fed-
eral soclal security benefits.

A memorandum ably summarizes the sta-
tistical and historical evidence for the stand
Nationwide has taken. It emphasizes a point
which seems to be generally overlooked in
the current discussions. It claims that, far
from damaging the interest of private insur-
ance companies, the companies “would have
a broader, sounder market for voluntary in-
surance among our older people by building
on the basic provisions of social insurance
legislation.”

The Nationwide memorandum also points
out that before the establishment of the
soclal security system in 1935 the medical
societies and many insurance companies op~
posed the program for most of the same
reasons they now oppose the social insurance
approach to health care for the aged. But
the three decades of experience since then
have shown that the minimum social secu-
rity pensions “have made possible a wide-
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spread development of private plans in re-
cent years.” We hope that the interests now
opposing this extension of the soclal secu-
rity system will prove to be as wrong as
they were in 1835.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an article from
the New York Times of Tuesday, May
10, 1960, entitled “Health Aid for the
Elderly,” be printed at this point in my
remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

HEALTH AIp FOR THE ELDERLY

The administration’s program of health
insurance for those over 656 has lald the
main issues right on the line. They are:
first, the use of the Federal soclal security
mechanism versus State administration with
Federal subsidies and, second, compulsion
versus freedom of choice.

Under the administration plan the various
States would be authorized to provide finan-
cial aid to elderly people in meeting the
costs of hospital and medical care, either
directly or through private agencies. The
Federal Government would share the costs
of the whole operation with the States. Par-
ticipation by individuals would be voluntary,
but limited to those whose incomes were
less than $2,500 in the previous year (couples
$3,800). On the other hand, the widely sup-
ported Forand bill provides that the entire
operation be carried on by the Federal Gov-
ernment as part of the well-established old-
age and survivors insurance s , with
eligibility for all those eligible for regular
OASI benefits.

We believe that the arguments for using
social security are overwhelming. Governor
Rockefeller has done well to say that the
administration plan could result in "a very
serious fiscal situation, very high costs and
cumbersome administration” and to urge
that medical care for the aged be an added
health feature of the social security system,
with those who benefit contributing to their
own protection.

The relatively high expense, per person
covered, of the administration plan has two
chief causes. First is the fantastic cost of
setting up and operating new machinery
of administration in possibly as many as
50 different States, and second, the expense
involved in checking on the incomes of mil-
lions of beneficiaries to prove eligibllity—
both at the start and, as incomes change, in
the future too. And the complexity and
diffusion of administration and control
would be little short of bewlldering.

As for the issue of compulsion, it van-
ishes with just a little thought. The only
compulsion involved in the Forand plan
would be that of paying slightly increased
social security taxes. Beneficiaries would
have a wide choice of hospitals approved
by the Government as part of the program.
(Under those circumstances who wouldn't
want to accept the benefits?)

As a matter of fact, the administration bill
involves the same, but a less obvious, kind of
compulsion. Taxpayers as a whole—includ-
ing those not given protection—would be
compelled to cover the costs of State and Fed-
eral subsidies. The bogey of “socialism" in
social security health protection is also easy
to dispel. Under the Forand bill neither
hosplitals nor surgeons taking care of hene-
ficiaries would be under Government control.

There are many positive advantages in
using social security. For example, it would
avold what amounts to a means test for eli-
gibility—something abhorrent to Ameri-
cans—and would automatically relate pay-
ments to ability to pay without investigation,
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Also, it would take effect natlonally at once,
while State cooperation might be far from
unanimous and also slow in coming.

The administration bill, however, offers
substantially more benefits than does the
Forand measure. But, except for persons
on relief, they couldn’t be had until the sub-
scribers themselves had pald $250 (couples
$400) for health care, in addition to their
$24 enrollment fee. And, after that, they
would have to pay 20 percent of all their
subsequent expenses. The alternative of
purchasing health insurance from private
agencies, even with a 50-50 assist from the
governments up to $60, would also be ex-
pensive. It looks as if the voluntary plan
would be used most by those who need it
least.

A satisfactory measure would have to be
less costly than the administration plan—but
provide more protection than does the Forand
bill—if possible financlally, And the Forand
measure doesn't cover the 4 million or so
people over 66 who are not getting social
security. It is unfortunate that so little
time remains in the present session of Con-
gress to hammer out a plan that will meet
the need and the phenomenal public de-
mand. If that can't be done, this matter
should surely be made a must for the next
Congress when it meets.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks an article from Life magazine
under date of April 25, 1960, entitled
“Age, Health, and Politics”; and an edi-
torial from the Washington Post of Feb-
ruary 20, 1960. !

There being no objection, the article
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, as follows:

[From Life, Apr. 25, 1960]
AGE, HEALTH, AND POLITICS

The hottest political potato so far in this
election year is this question: Are Americans
over 65 entitled to Federal help to meet their
hospital and doctor bills?

The Forand bill, which would raise §1 bil-
lion for such care by a one-half of 1 percent
boost in the social security tax, has produced
floods of favorable mail and given the Demo-
crats an wunexpected issue. Republicans,
while granting the need for aid, are trying to
find a more private, voluntary alternative.
Since the issue is important, let’s try to sepa-
rate its social realities from its politics and
facts from principles.

Unquestionably, many older Americans
(15.8 million are over 65) are in real need.
The average $72 a month they draw from
social security scarcely provides food and
shelter, much less for the medical expenses
which increase with age. Few are in a posl-
tion to meet the cost of chronic illness from
which many suffer. Yet even to get charity
care—itself inadequate in quantity and often
inferior in quality—they must suffer the in-
dignity of a pauper’'s oath.

Can their need for medical aid be provided
by private, voluntary Blue Cross-type plans?
These are expanding, but can never meet
the whole need. Premiums for the aged as a
separate group are prohibitively high. The
least burdensome method of insurance is for
the whole society to spread the costs over the
whole working life cycle. The cheapest and
most logical way of doing this, whether by
the Forand hill or a better one, is by extend-
ing the existing system of social security.

To provide this, ald need not be socialized
medicine, as opponents claim, since pay-
ments could be made through private chan-
nels and patients select their own doctors
and hospitals as before,
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The first question of principle is whether
this form of aid will undermine the private
duty of providing for one's own old-age
through old-fashioned virtues like foresight
and thrift. Being a floor, not a ceiling, it
need not do so. Individuals will still have
plenty of incentive to save for the future,
though less fear of it.

Another question of principle is whether
it is the proper function of a free govern-
ment to offer special help to its older citi-
zens. That principle was accented when so-
clal security itself became effective in 1937.
The presumption agalnst any extension of
Federal activity and expenditure, though
Jeffersonian in origin, 1s now championed,
though weakly, by the Republicans, who
don't want to be tagged as enemies of the
aged. But an extension of an established
system like social security is not a violation
of principle. But there is also an issue of
cost.

Not even the Democrats can extend the

welfare state without reference to the price
tag. Enough spending bills were introduced
in Congress last year to add 850 to #$60
billion to our existing $78.4 billion budget if
passed. Priorities, therefore, have to be de-
termined. Health aid to the aged can be pro-
vided, but it may mean fewer schools, high-
ways or other needs which may also be ur-
gent. A related question is whether aid to
the aged can be done without renewed in-
flation. The aged, on small and fixed in-
comes, have been the chief sufferers from in-
flation, and this is a good reason for giving
social security a high priority. By the same
token, any ald program that feeds inflation
would defeat its own purposes and fool its
beneficiarles. So the costs of any plan
adopted must be carefully limited and
controlled.
Doubtless the Forand bill can be improved.
Some $200 million could be saved simply by
ralsing the eligible age from 656 to 68. More-
over, many oldsters able and eager to work
could better provide for their own security
if the $1,200 limitation were raised on the in-
come they may earn without forfeiting soclal
security pensions.

But in principle, such ald is proper public
business. The issue is therefore inevitably
and properly & political one. It should be
decided according to the Nation's sense of
Justice, urgency, and cholce of priorities in
the use of scarce resources—as interpreted
by the Nation’s elected representatives in
Congress.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 20, 1960]
RETIREMENT NIGHTMARE

Everywhere in its travels around the coun-
try, Senator McNamara's Subcommittee on
Problems of the Aged and Aging heard
anxiety expressed by older citizens as to
how they would pay for medical care in
thelr retirement. How can anyone with
foresight, old or young, fall to be anxious
about this problem? While a man is em-
ployed, he can enjoy the protection of some
sort of group or private insurance program
to cover medical and hospital bills if he be-
comes i{ll. The chances are, however, that
when he retires he will no longer enjoy
such protection; yet this is the time, ob-
viously, when he will need it most—when,
indeed, he is certain to need It sooner or
later, which Is what makes the cost of such
private insurance prohibitively high for the
aged.

The McNamara subcommittee came to the
conclusion that this problem should have
top priority for legislative consideration in
1960 and recommended In its report an ex-
pansion of the system of old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance to include health
service benefits for all persons eligible for
OASDI. We think this conclusion is in-
escapable. The essence of it is embodled
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in the Forand bill which would cost about
81 billion a year to be financed with one-
fourth of 1 percent increase in social se-
curity taxXes. Like other old age benefits,
this would be paid for by a citizen through-
out his wage-earning years, with a matching
contribution by his employer. It would re-
lieve retirement of one of the worst of its
nightmares.

That the American Medical Assoclation
would offer its usual doctrinaire opposition
to this proposal was as much to be ex-
pected as a bill from a doctor after a visit
to his office. Senator McNamara has ob-
served that the AMA had "nothing to offer
but tired abuse.” This is not, by the wild-
est flight of the most neurotic fancy, so-
cialized medicine or political medicine, It
is simply a system, if the AMA could but
calm its nerves enough to realize it, which,
like Blue Cross or Group Hospitalization or
any other insurance program, would enable
a patient to go to the doctor and the hos-
pital of his choice and pay the bills result-
ing from the care he needs In old age. It
would help doctors, hospitals, and medicine
in general. And it would enable American
men and women to retire in their old age
with more security and self-respect.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
have taken a great deal of time, and I
intend to take some more. Some ques-
tion has been raised about the medical
care provisions of the committee bill.
The medical care provisions of the bill
approved by the committee are substan-
tially better than those of the House bill.
But the approach is nevertheless a publie
assistance approach. States would be
permitted to be less severe in their tests
of medical indigency than the tests they
now impose for such payments, but the
Federal program assumes some proof of
poverty or a means test. The specific
wording of the bill is:

An eligible individual means any indi-
vidual (1) who is 656 years of age or over
and (2) whose income and resources, taking
into account his other living requirements,
as determined by the Btate, are insufficient
to meet the cost of his medical service.

This wording involves no substantial
change from the present authority in
title I, the old-age assistance provision.
The important part of the Finance Com-
mittee addition to the bill is the liberali-
zation of the matching grants formula.
But additional money will not itself bring
forth necessary State action. And the
proposal will not overcome the inherent
limitations of public assistance as com-
pared with social insurance.

If social insurance is added to the
committee bill, as my amendment pro-
poses, the majority of aged persons will
not have to turn to public assistance, but
the minority who do will have better
care. The Finance Committee bill is a
useful supplement if the major burden
is carried by social insurance. Then the
minority who need aid on the basis of
an income test can secure it more liber-
ally. But without health benefits fi-
nanced through OASDI, most States
cannot be expected to provide sufficient
funds to pay for adequate medical serv-
ices either to present old-age recipients
or to the proposed additional group of
the medically indigent.

Any approach involving a means test
and based on Federal grants to the States
will not provide the kind of protection
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which the majority of the aged want and
deserve in this Nation today. )

Because it does not provide assured
payments as a matter of right, it fails to
promote peace of mind or early preven-
tive care.

Through reliance on a needs and in-
come test, it fails to safeguard the sav-
ings, independence, and dignity of the
individual.

It is of assistance only as dependency
occurs instead of helping prevent it.

The Finance Committee has done well
to integrate into title I all the proposed
provisions for medical care through Fed-
eral-State matching grants on a means-
test basis. This avoids the confusion
and inefficiency that might have resulted
from the House bill. It also removes any
doubt that the increased payments for
medical care would be administered by
the State and local welfare agencies.

They would need thousands of new
employees to do the job properly, but
they already have great difficulty in se-
curing adequate, well-trained staffs.
Our elderly citizens do not want to have
their income, other resources, and living
requirements inguired into by overbur-
dened employees of welfare agencies.

The task of making such a check would
be especially difficult in the case of
elderly persons who move from State to
State.

The medical care program in the com-
mittee bill will not automatically become
effective. The States must take positive
action to provide additional funds. In
many States, perhaps in the great major-
ity, additional legislation will be required
before a new type of medical cost can be
paid for or before a new kind of test of
poverty can be applied.

A few fortunate States may be able to
give more liberal assistance to their
elderly citizens on October 1, but many
will have to wait until after their legisla-
tures have taken action nexf year.

If they fail to act, then the elderly
citizens will have gained nothing. My
amendment makes hospital benefits
available on July 1 of next year to 9
million aged persons without the need for
action by 50 State legislatures and
Governors.

The fact Federal money is made avail-
able does not necessarily result in State
action. Under the present old-age as-
sistance provisions, 23 States and the
District of Columbia fail to take advan-
tage of all the Federal funds that are
offered to them for use for their aged
citizens.

Experience through many years of
effort indicates that in most if not all
States, it is very difficult to secure pas-
sage of liberalizing amendments and
necessary appropriations. Many States
now have tests of need, of residence, of
relatives’ responsibility, and liens that
are severe and that are the result of
their own choice. More Federal funds
will not change these policies in a man-
ner satisfactory to our retired citizens
who have striven throughout their long
working lives to achieve independence
and self-respect.

The 1958 amendments to the Social
Security Act established an Advisory
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~ Council on Public Assistance which, as
requested by the Congress, has submitted
a substantial report. That document
contains recommendations relevant to
the problem under consideration. It re-
fers to “the serious gaps and inequities
that still remain in coverage, in ade-
quacy of public financial assistance and
in availability of high quality services.”
Its comments on unmet medical need
Jjustify increased Federal grants for this
purpose. But the Council also warns:
Improvements in medical care should not

be accomplished by reducing money pay-
ments to recipients.

The Council report also points out:

Not many States provide assistance for
comprehensive medical care. Some pay only
for a single item.

Even in regard to cash payments, the
Couneil found that “less than one-half
the States fully meet need by their own
standards for any of the federally aided
categories.” Total unmet need among
aged recipients is estimated at $222 mil-
lion a year, not counting medical care.

If a progressive State is considering
estab an adequate program, the
usual arguments will be made that higher
taxes will drive business elsewhere and
that high payments will attract depend-
ent people. The same barriers to ade-
quacy under a State-by-State approach
will be encountered as in other social
welfare programs.

Taxes will be as compulsory under the
assistance programs as the contributions
are for social insurance. The OASDI
contributions are uniform throughout
the country and are borne by persons
during their working years.

It has been argued that Federal funds
financed from general revenues are
more progressive than the social insur-
ance payroll tax. But 58 percent of State
revenues are based on taxes, such as sales
taxes, which fall very heavily on people
with low incomes, including the aged.
An increase in these taxes, such as would
be necessary in practice, would cause ad-
ditional numbers of aged persons to have
to turn to public assistance.

The criticism of the payroll tax can
readily be met by raising the wage-base
ceiling above $4,800 a year or even re-
moving it entirely. The accompanying
increase in maximum benefits would
overcome the lag of benefits behind ris-
ing earmings.

The States are already having diffi-
culty meeting the needs of expanding
populations for education, recreation,
roads, and many types of community
facilities. They cannot easily provide
the additional funds that would be re-
quired to take advantage of the new Fed-
eral matching grants unless my amend-
ment is added.

Now I should like to speak briefly on
the amendment itself.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield,

Mr. PROXMIRE. I should like to
have the Senator yield at this point on
the benefits, which I consider to be one
of the strong points of the amendment.
As I understand, it would to some extent
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reduce the total cost of illness to all the
American people, because the amend-
ment provides for preventive care. Is
that correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; indeed it does.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Much more so than
the bill would without the Anderson
amendment added to it.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; I believe so.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Is it not true that
it is also designed to cut down the ex-
cessive use of hospitals, the indiserimi-
nate use of hospitals, at a time when we
have great difficulty in providing an
adequate number of hospital beds?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. The amend-
ment suggests that a person can get
adequate home care. I think that is
very important.

Mr. PROXMIRE, The individual
would pay the first $75. That would
discourage malingering or chiseling by
those who might abuse the system, by
those who would simply loaf in the hos-
pital. It would do so by charging the
hospitalized for at least a part of the
cost.

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE., In what way would
the Senator’s amendment relieve the fi-
nancial burden on the States?

Mr. ANDERSON. The people who will
take advantage of the social security
provisions are not going to make claims
under other parts of the act. I helieve
that is important. Two million people
are on social security in New York State,
and 22,000 are on social security in New
Mexico. These are people who would
not necessarily and probably would not
ever come to the State to ask for any
special form of assistance. However, if
we provide that in order to get any help
from the Federal Treasury they must be
found to be medically indigent, then we
must turn all the workers, case aids,
and relief agencies to the task of exam-
ining into the question of whether these
people are medically indigent. They
may be medically indigent one month
and not the next month,

Mr. PROXMIRE. The amendment of
the Senator from New Mexico is a care-
ful and prudent amendment. It would
economize and eliminate chiseling and
waste in the use of hospitalization; if
would provide for preventive -care,
thereby reducing the total cost of illness
to all Americans, and it would relieve to
a significant extent the burden on the
States,

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. George Meany, president of the
AFL-CIO, has written to every Member
of the Senate urging support for the
Anderson-Kennedy amendment to pro-
vide health benefits for the aged as a
part of the social security system.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Meany's letter be printed in the REcorp
at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

On behalf of over 13 million American
workers and their families, I urge you to
support the Anderson-Eennedy amendment
which will be offered as an addition to the
Finance Committee soclal security bill. In
the matter of health care for the aged this
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bill is limited to some slight Improvements
in the present public assistance program and
the creation of a new “medically indigent"
class. It would provide medical services
only as a public charity and only on proof
of poverty, and then only in States that agree
to participate, and only if matching funds
from the Federal Treasury are appropriated
by the Congress.

The Anderson-EKennedy amendment would
provide health benefits as a matter of earned
right under the tried and tested social secu-
rity system which requires no funds from the
Federal Treasury or from the States. With
this addition to the committee bill, we would
be providing health care both for those in
the soclal security system and for those who
do not presently qualify, By adding such a
social security provision, we would reduce the
number of people who would have to look to
public assistance for medical care, with its
hateful means test.

This is one of the most vital issues ever to
come before the U.S. Senate. We can take a
small step forward, or we can take significant
action and bring real security with dignity to
the lives of our senior citizens.

We have just celebrated the first 26 years
of soclal security in America. The most fit-
ting tribute we can pay to the foresight of
the Congress 26 years ago is to build now
upon our sound system of social insurance.
The Anderson-Kennedy amendment is the
way to do it.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, a
few days ago, Mr. James E. Stuart, presi-
dent of the Blue Cross Association, wrote
to me urging me to modify my amend-
ment so as to permit the Secretary of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare to employ private nonprofit
organizations to pay hospitals for serv-
ices rendered to beneficiaries under the
act.

Dr. George Baehr, special medical
consultant of the health insurance plan
of Greater New York, and former presi-
dent of the New York Academy of Medi-
cine, wrote a letter to me in opposition
to that suggestion. I ask unanimous
consent that Dr. Baehr's letter may be
placed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

AvugUsT 4, 1960.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: In a letter dated
August 2, 1960, Mr. James E, Stuart, presi-
dent of the Blue Cross Association, urged
you to modify your proposed amendment to
HR. 12680 s0 as to permit the Secretary of
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare to employ private nonprofit organi-
zations to pay hospitals for services rendered
to beneficiaries under this act.

I write in opposition to this suggestion—
unless all of the Blue Cross plans through-
out the country and their present sponsoring
agency—the Blue Cross Assoclation were to
be united into a homogeneous, nationwide,
nonprofit organization established under
Federal charter comparable to that of the
American National Red Cross.

The following are my reasons for opposing
the recommendations of the Blue Cross Asso-
ciation:

1. Multiplicity of local Blue Cross plans
which differ greatly from one another in
operating costs, premium rates, and scope
of benefit coverage.

2. Lack of control of the Blue Cross Asso-
ciation over the independent local Blue
Cross plans.

3. Absence of control by Blue Cross plans
over rising hospital costs.
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4, Inability of Blue Cross plans to curb
unnecessary utilization of hospital facil-
itles and other hospital abuses.

5. Absence of any power of Blue Cross to
regulate hospital standards and quality of
hospital care.

Under the above circumstances, Blue Cross
or any other private insurance company
would only serve as an unnecessary middle-
man to receive and pay hospital bills for
OASI and then submit claims to the Sec-
retary of the Department of HEW for reim-
bursement. This would tend to increase ad-
ministrative costs without compensating
advantages. The middleman, acting as a
fiduciary agent for the Government, would
feel no obligation to exercise any restraint
upon the claimant hospitals whose lay and
medical representatives comprise the major-
ity of the board of directors of the Blue
Cross plans.

It is my opinion that the Government
agency which pays bills on behalf of its
beneficlaries directly is better able to en-
force hospital standards and curb hospital
abuses.

I would be pleased to be recorded as sup-
porting your proposed amendment to H.R.
12580 in all its provisions.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE BagHRr, M.D.,
Special Medical Consultant, Health
Insurance Plan of Greater New York.

FACT SHEET ON ANDERSON-KENNEDY
AMENDMENT

Mr. ANDERSON. PFinally, I should
like to read a fact sheet on the Anderson-
Kennedy amendment:

1. Number of persons eligible for benefits,
July 1, 1961, 9.2 million, This is three out of
four of all persons aged 68 and over and
nearly three out of five aged 65 and over.

2, Cost in first full year of operation:
about $80 per person, a total of 700 million,
or one-third of 1 percent of taxable payrolls,

3. The proposed contributions will exceed
benefit payments by one-third of a billion
dollars a year. The new medical insurance
account is estimated to equal $1 billion by
the end of 1962 and $2 billion in 1966.

4. The maximum contribution by any one
wage earner will be $12 a year or 23 cents a
week. For persons with earnings below
$4,800, it will be less.

Mr. President, a great many organi-
zations have written to me endorsing the
amendment and making recommenda-
tions. I see no point in including a com-~
plete list of these organizations in the
Recorp. Nevertheless they represent
impressive testimony that these organi-
zations realize that the social insurance
principle is well established and proper in
this case.

I hope the amendment will be sup-
ported on that basis.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Would the Sena-
tor’'s amendment be added to the bill?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It would strike
nothing from the bill. Is that correct?

Mr., ANDERSON. It would strike
nothing at all. It accepts all there is in
the bill. It says that the work of the Fi-
nance Committee is good, but this will
make it useful, and it will place primary
reliance on the insurance system, and
will allow the other provisions in the bill,
which cost about $130 million, to become
supplementary to it.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. PROXMIRE. This is a point
which has been puzzling a number of
Senators, and I have received no reliable
answer., The Forand bill, as I understand,
provides for this kind of health insur-
ance at the age of 65. The McNamara
proposal, the Kennedy proposal, and the
Humphrey proposal, all of which, I pre-
sume, at one time or other, were checked
with the responsible officials in the De-
partment of Health Education, and Wel-
fare, provided for benefits at 65 not 68
and thereby covered millions more. At
that time they were said to be actuarially
sound with the same social security tax
the Senator from New Mexico now pro-
poses.

The amendment of the Senator from
New Mexico—which I trust, because I re-
1y completely on his word; I am sure it is
always very good—as I understand, has
been trimmed down because it is impos-
sible to provide these kinds of benefits
beginning at age 65 without having a
much heavier payroll tax than one-half
of 1 percent.

Was there some kind of revision on the
part of the actuaries who created this
tax and this change in the situation?

Mr. ANDERSON. No. I think the
revision is on the part of the individuals
who made the proposals. If we included
all the items which were included in the
Forand bill, we would include, not a
fourth from the employer and a fourth
from the employee, but I think we would
have to include four-tenths from the
employer and four-tenths from the em-
ployee; perhaps more than that.

Mr., PROXMIRE. It is my under-
standing that the original Forand bill
provided one-fourth from the employee
and one-fourth from the employer.

Mr, ANDERSON. But the cost esti-
mate was revised when it was discovered
not to be actuarily adequate.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It was my under-
standing that the McNamara bill also
provided for one-fourth from the em-
ployer and one-fourth from the em-
ployee.

Mr. ANDERSON. The McNamara bill
provides for service in a somewhat differ-
ent fashion, but the rates are the same.
There is nothing particularly wrong
with the McNamara bill, the Humphrey
bill, or any other bill. It was simply a
decision which some of us reached that
we would prefer to go a little shorter on
the number of hospital days. We have
used the exact figure which the admin-
istration itself used—120 hospital days.
In my original proposal provision was
made for 365 hospital days. I am per-
suaded that that figure is too high. Most
of us accepted the revised figure, sug-
gested by the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dovucrasl, and came down to a figure
which would be fully met by the levies
we would produce. In other words, .43
percent will go for hospital care; .01
percent for nursing home; .05 percent
for diagnostic outpatient hospital serv-

ces.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is my under-
standing that it was to be a more sub-
stantial, drastic change; that in view of
the new actuarial figures, the Forand
bill or the McNamara bill contains re-
vised estimates of how much each pro-
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posal would cost, from one-half of 1 per-
cent to eight-tenths of 1 percent, the
cost to be divided equally. In other
words, the employer would have to pay
four-tenths of 1 percent and the em-
ployee four-tenths of 1 percent, in order
to make either program actuarially
sound. But to have provided for that
contribution would have meant such a
drastic increase that it was decided to
take the approach of the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct. It
is necessary to decide whether we want
to get all of heaven in the first year or
try to find out if a certain principle
should be used. Even though it does not
cover everything that may be desirable
now, it is probably better to wait and
see what is most desirable.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Many Senators
felt that people should be covered at the
age of 65. It was felt that this cover-
age should be provided almost at once.
We have great confidence in Mr. Myers.
I have relied on him in the past. I
know he is a very competent person, as
are the other actuaries, but we felt that
this is a completely new field. No one
really knows about it. The same kind
of assurance cannot be given as can be
given with respect to social security
benefits. We do not know how many
people will be ill, especially under the
preventive programs. We do not know
wl}at changes will take place in medical
sclence.

So it is a kind of vague estimate. We
wondered whether this was a firm, widely
approved estimate, or if it was simply
an estimate of one person, which may
be overly conservative.

Mr. ANDERSON. No. It is a firm,
widely approved estimate. The reason
age 68 was used was that the average
age of retirement is now 68. We
thought that instead of fishing around
for an age, say, age 75 or age T3, we
should take the average age at which
persons now actually retire. Since peo-
ple will die anyway, we said we would
start with age 68 and see how the plan
worked.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena-
tor from New Mexico.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be re-
scinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objecton, it is so ordered.

What is the pleasure of the Senate?
If no Senator wishes to address the Sen-
ate at this time, the Senate will proceed
in accordance with the order previously
entered.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
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order for the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered,

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I understand that the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee has &
very brief statement to make. When
he concludes his statement, we shall,
under the order previously entered, go
over until Monday, at 10 o'clock.

Mr., GORE. Mr. President, today the
junior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnpERsON] delivered in the Senate an
exceptionally able and forceful address
on the subject of medical care and hos-
pitalization for the elderly of today and
tomorrow, with particular emphasis upon
the problems of tomorrow. The prob-
lems of tomorrow loom in geometric
proportions.

I trust that before a vote on this bill
is reached, Senators will afford them-
selves an opportunity to read the able
address delivered by the junior Senator
from New Mexico.

I also call attention to the statement
of the minority views, which have been
printed in connection with the commit-
tee report, beginning on page 274. It
will be found that those of us, mem-
bers of the Finance Committee, who are
proposing an amendment to the pend-
ing bill have stated at considerable
length our views. It would be appreci-
ated if the other Members of the Senate
would do the minority members of the
committee the honor of studying our
views with respect to this particular
piece of proposed legislation.
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Mr. President, it is my purpose on
Monday or Tuesday to address the Sen-
ate at greater—but, I hope, reasonable—
length upon this subject.

However, today I wished to call at-
tention, at this point in the REecorp, to
the exceedingly forceful and able ad-
dress delivered by the distinguished
junior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AwnpersoN], and also to the minority
views, which are printed in connection
with the committee report.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, at
this point will the Senator from Tennes-
see yield to me?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I wish to join the
distinguished junior Senator from Ten-
nessee in commending the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. ANpErsoN] for the ex-
cellent quality of his presentation in
favor of his amendment.

I think the Senator from New Mexico
was absolutely correct when he antici-
pated that the heart of the opposition to
the amendment is based upon some kind
of a vague feeling that this is a radical,
costly, expensive, new departure, that it
is going to be wasteful and extravagant,
and that it is the road to socialism,

The Senator from New Mexico quoted
from Business Week in approving the
approach now under consideration. The
Senator from New Mexico pointed out
that the most thoughtful and conserva-
tive people in American life who are also
informed and expert on this matter ap-
proved this approach. The Senator
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from New Mexico, above all, showed
that this is an efficient, businesslike ap-
proach, an approach that will do the
job, and will do it at modest cost.

About all, running through the pres-
entation of the Senator from New Mex-
ico, was the fact that the Anderson ap-
proach is the American way, because it
permits the people who will benefit to
pay for the system themselves—no
handout, no charity, no all-powerful
state, no Big Brother, but an individual
contribution and an individual benefit,
in exactly the way the social security
system has proven itself in a full gen-
eration of 25 years.

I agree with the statement I have
heard from several persons that it is per-
haps the finest presentation anybody has
made on a bill that has been before the '
Senate in a long, long time. I was de-
lighted I had the privilege and oppor-
tunity to be on the floor of the Senate fo
hear it.

I thank the Senator from Tennessee
for yielding to me.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY NEXT
AT 10 O'CLOCK AM.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, I move
that the Senate adjourn until Monday
next at 10 o’clock a.m.

The motion was agreed to; and, in ac-
cordance with the previous order (at 3
o’'clock and 12 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjowrned until Monday, August 22,
1960, at 10 o’clock a.m.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Need for Increasing Dairy Price Supports

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Saturday, August 20, 1960

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, yester-
day, the Senate—and wisely, I believe—
passed S. 2917—to establish price sup-
ports for dairy products as follows: $3.22
per hundredweight for manufacturing
milk, and 59.6 cents per pound for but-
terfat.

I would sincerely hope that the House
of Representatives now will take speedy
action on the measure.

At this time I ask unanimous consent
to have a statement—emphasizing the
need for final action by Congress on the
measure this session—printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY

As the Congress well knows, the U.8.
farmer—particularly the dalry farmer—now
suffers from an imbalance between income
and outgo.

According to reports, the dalry farmers
have taken a cut of 7 percent in the average

price for all milk sold at wholesale, and 14
percent in the price recelved from manufac-
turing milk from the 1947-49 average.

Meanwhile, farm costs have skyrocketed
upward. The Department of Agriculture, for
example, reports that items used by the
farmers have increased 13 percent, and fam=-
ily living items 19 percent, above the 1946-
49 average.

As a more specific 1llustration of skyrocket-
ing farm costs, I cite the following:

Motor vehicles, up 47 percent; farm ma-
chinery prices, up 58 percent; farm wage
rates, up 50 percent; farm real estate taxes,
up 94 percent; Increases costs per acre on
f.ar? real estate debt have gone up 164 per-
cent.

Now, I am well aware that the enactment
of this legislation would not wholly cure this
situation.

The establishment of a price support level
for milk at $3.22 per hundredweight, and for
butterfat at 59.6 cents per pound, by no
means provides a price level necessary to the
farmer to meet these rising expenses of op-
eration. However, it would be a modest
step—Iin my humble judgment, too modest—
toward establishing a higher floor—above the
present $3.06 per hundredweight for manu-
facturing milk—for prices wunder dairy
products.

Personally, I would llke to see the price
support level railsed substantially higher.
If, however, even this modest proposal could
be enacted, it would, in a small way, pro-
vide greater support for the dairy economy.

At this time, I want to stress that—while
I am deeply interested in the dairy farm
economy—this is not all that is at stake in
this legislation.

Across the Nation, not only farms and
farm-equipment producing industries, but
also local drugstores, hardware stores, car
dealers, truck and tractor sales and service
establishments, and many other services in
the community are dependent, in part, or
wholly, upon farm buying power. Conse-
quently, improvement in income would bene-
fit not only the dairy farmer, but a substan-
tial segment of the overall economy.

We recognize, too, that the consumer has a
stake in such price determinations. In many
cases, In my State of Wisconsin, however, I
want to point out that milk sold at about
6 cents per quart on the farm is retailed
within 24 hours at 24 cents. This great price
spread serves to illustrate that the farmer (a)
is receiving a disproportionately low share of
the retail price for his product, and (b) that
it is not the farmer who is responsible for
the rising cost of living. Even though the
rising living costs have slowed down in recent
years—and this 1s an important objective—
I do not believe the farmer should be the
principal one to underwrite stability in
prices, particularly when this may jeopardize
the farm, and other segments of the economy.

I well recognize that the enactment of 8.
2917 would by no means act as a panacea-
type step to eliminate the cost-price squeeze,
and to restore to the dairy farmer a pro-
portionate share of our national income.

The measure, however, I believe, does rep-
resent a minimum step that can, and should,
be taken at this time to assure a moderately
improved price floor while we are attempting
to find a more workable solution for the
farm, and particularly the dairy situation.
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